Contemporary Engagement: Attitudes and Attitudes and Practices of College Students by Brady, Stephen C.
Utah State University 
DigitalCommons@USU 
All Graduate Theses and Dissertations Graduate Studies 
5-1988 
Contemporary Engagement: Attitudes and Attitudes and Practices 
of College Students 
Stephen C. Brady 
Utah State University 
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd 
 Part of the Social and Behavioral Sciences Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Brady, Stephen C., "Contemporary Engagement: Attitudes and Attitudes and Practices of College 
Students" (1988). All Graduate Theses and Dissertations. 2384. 
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd/2384 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by 
the Graduate Studies at DigitalCommons@USU. It has 
been accepted for inclusion in All Graduate Theses and 
Dissertations by an authorized administrator of 
DigitalCommons@USU. For more information, please 
contact digitalcommons@usu.edu. 
Approved: 
CONTEMPORARY ENGAGEMENT: ATTITUDES AND PRACTICES 
OF COLLEGE STUDENTS 
by 
Stephen C. Brady 
A thesis submi tted in partial fu l fillment 
of the requirements for the degree 
of 
MASTER OF SCIENCE 
in 
Fami ly and Human Deve lopment 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
Logan, Utah 
1988 
ii 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
In making these acknowledgments, I feel it appropriate to use two 
biblical analogies. First, Jona h was swallowed by a great fish, which 
the world refers to as a whale. I refe r to the whale as my thesis. 
Jonah , of course, i s likened unto myse l f. Un like Jonah, however, it has 
taken me several years to get myself regurgitated from the whale. After 
having done so , the sig ht of the whale made me want to regurgitate. I, 
therefore, express my gratitude to J i l l Ch risti ansen for taking the 
whale from me and processi ng it into a neat can of tuna. 
Jonah prayed for mercy from the Lord and was, thereby, vomited from 
the whale. I express my gratitude to my two committee members, Dr. Glen 
H. Maw and Dr. Glen 0. Jenson, for whom I prayed that they would extend 
me mercy and vomit me successfully from my defense . Mercy was granted, 
~nd I will be forever in their deb t, even though to be vom ited is not a 
pl easdnt experience. 
The other biblical story which feels applicable is the story of 
Job. Job was very patient , even when he was plagued with boils. 
liken the boils unto myself. I liken Job unto Dr. Jay D. Schvaneveldt. 
Job never gave up and never cursed the Lord, even though the boil s were 
very painful and probably la sted a l ong time. I appreciate, more than 
he will ever know, the patience Dr . Schvaneveldt extended to me 
throughout th i s thesis experience . He had the decency to never curse 
me--at least not to my face. He was support i ve and helped me to finish 
when many would have given up. Thank you , Jay. 
iii 
And, finally, patience has never been more fully tested than it has 
in regard to this thesis and my family . want to recognize the support 
of my parents and my in-laws. And , perhaps most of important of all, I 
want to thank my wife Jer i Kay and my two children, Taylor and 
Stephan i e. It was their love and support that made th i s accomplishment 
poss i ble and worthwhile. 
Step hen C. Brady 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
ACKNOWLEDG~iENTS 
LIST OF TABLES 
ABSTRACT 
Chapter 
I. INTRODUCTION 
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Histor i cal Background and Theoret i ca l 
Conceptualizations . ••... .. ... . .. 
Sex and Engagement ...... ....• .. 
Engagement Comparison Samples . . . •....... 
Engagement Roles, Perceptions , and Characteristics 
Summary .. 
I I I. METHODOLOGY 
Purpose . . 
Sampl e 
Instrument 
Procedure . 
Anal ys is 
IV . RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Character i st ics of the Sample 
Findings From the Samp l e 
V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ... 
Lim i tations of the Study .. . 
Recommendations for Future Research 
REFERENCES 
APPENDIX 
iv 
Page 
ii 
vii 
4 
4 
19 
22 
24 
32 
36 
36 
36 
37 
39 
39 
41 
41 
48 
87 
95 
96 
98 
101 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 
1. Profile of Sample by Age and Gender 
2. Di stribution of Sample by Education Leve l 
3. Re li gious Affiliation and Religious Act i vity of the 
Sample . •.• . •.•.. .....•. . 
4. Re lat ionsh ip Status of Married Respondents 
5. Heterosexua l Re l at i ons hip Status of Sing le Respondents 
6. Distr ibuti on of Res pondents by Gender and Heterosexual 
Relat ions hip .... .. ..... .• ... •.. 
7. Di str ibut ion of Singl e Respondents by Heterosexual 
Relat ionship and Gender • ...•.. 
8. Defi nitions of Engagement by the Entire Sample . 
9. Def ini t i ons of Engagement by Subj ects of Married Status 
10. Defini tions of Engagement by Single , Neve r-Engaged 
Status • . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . ..• 
11. Def initions of Engagement by Single but Previ ously 
Engaged Status ... . .....•. ....... 
12 . Def initi ons of Engagement by Sub jects who are Di vo rced 
an d Cur ren t ly Single ...... ...•. .... .. 
13. Def initions of Engagement by Subjects who are Currently 
Engaged . . . . . . . . . . . . 
14. Definitions of Engagement by Religion 
15 . Recommended Cha nges in Regard to the Engagement Process 
16. Ideal Suggested Length of Engagement by the Sample 
17. Idea l Suggested Length of Engagemen t by Rel igi on 
18. Compar i son of Suggested , Anticipated, and Actual Lengths 
of Engagement . . • . . . . . . • • 
19 . Length of Time Coupl es Knew Partner Prior to Engagement 
v 
Page 
42 
42 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
51 
52 
54 
55 
56 
57 
59 
62 
63 
64 
65 
vi 
Table Page 
20. Comparison of Reasons Given for Engagement by Never-
Engaged and Ever-Engaged .. . ... .. .. . 67 
21. Comparison of Behavior That Causes Individuals to 
Consider Themselves Engaged . . . . . . . . 69 
22 . Comparison of Behavior that Causes Never-Engaged Mormon 
and Non -Mormon Individuals to Consider Themselves 
Engaged . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70 
23. Comparison of Never-Engaged and Ever-Engaged With Whom 
to Discuss Advisability of Engagement . . . . . 72 
24. Frequency of Feelings of Hesitation to Marry by Those 
Ever-Engaged . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 75 
25 . Frequency of Contemplat ing the Breaking of Engagement by 
Those Ever-Engaged and by Gender . . . . . . . . . . . 77 
26. Annoying Aspects of Engagement as Identified by Ever-
27 . 
28 . 
Engaged and by Gender . . . . . . . 80 
Recommended Changes in Engagement by Those Ever-
Experiencing Engagement .. . .. 
Factor Ana lysis Loadings of Likert Sca le Engagement 
Items . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... 
81 
83 
ABSTRACT 
Contemporary Engagement: Attitudes and Practices 
of College Students 
by 
Stephen C. Brady, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 1988 
Major Professor: Dr. Jay D. Schvaneveldt 
Department: Family and Human Development 
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The purpose of this study was to evaluate the attitudes and 
practices regarding engagement i n modern America, focusing on the 
attitudes and evaluations of college students concerning the purpose and 
function of engagement. A quest i anna ire was designed to measure the 
attitudes and evaluations of college students regarding engagement 
through the use of open-ended and Likert-type questions focusing on 
different aspects of the engagement process and a number of quest ions 
provi din g extensive demographic information. Respondents designated 
their present heterosexual relationship, allowing comparisons to be made 
based upon the respondents' relationship experience and exposure to the 
engagement process. Data were collected from 464 respondents. 
The results of the study show that engagement is cons idered by 
young college students to be a stage of commitment and a preparation 
period for marriage. Nearly all respondents were involved in or planned 
to be involved in the engagement process and believed that engagement is 
a necessary and viable phase towards marriage. 
viii 
The custom of exchanging an engagement ring, as well as other 
symbolic behaviors, was f ound not only to still have importance in the 
engagement process but al so to possib ly provide i nitiat i on i nto a stage 
of relationship separately distinct from marriage. 
Several factors emerged from a factor analysis of Likert - type items 
identifying distinct characteristics of the engagement process . These 
factors provide i tems of measurement that shou ld be employed in future 
studies concerning engagement . 
( 118 pages) 
CHAPTER I 
INTROOUCT ION 
The purpose of this study WdS to determine the attitudes and 
practices that exist in regard to engagement in modern America. 
Specifically, this study focused on the attitudes and evaluations of 
co 11 ege students concerning the purpose and funct i on of engagement. 
College students can be categor ized as singles, singles who have been 
previously engaged, singles who are currently engaged, singles who are 
divorced, married individuals, divorced and remarried individuals, and 
married but separated individuals. This study included individuals who 
fit into a 11 of these categories. 
Marriage is seen as a forma l ization of a relationship that connotes 
commitment and is usually given public recognition, formalized by 
marital ritua l; i.e., a wedding ceremony. Before a coup le marries, 
other aspects of dyad i c formation are often carried out, inc 1 ud i ng 
dating, going steady, and some sort of an engagement period. Rapoport 
(1964) states: 
Given the fact that gett ing married involves a transition of 
vita 1 importance to one's person, to the ones with whom was 
intimate l y involved before the marriage, and to one's 
subsequent family of procreation, then it seems important to 
consider the processes that are involved for individuals 
making the transition. (p . 36) 
Burgess and Wallin (1953) state that with engagement, young people enter 
an important transitional phase of their 1 ives. These authors go on to 
say that in becoming engaged, a coup 1 e p 1 edges thernse 1 ves to marriage, 
and that a specific set of attitudes, values, and expectations is 
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associ ated with each individual as they "begin to rehearse realistically 
for the drama of marriage" (p. 392). 
Though there have been studies that have looked at engagement, the 
s tu di es are generally old and limited in scope. The more recent studies 
have focused upon engaged couples only as comparisons for other dyadic 
states and not to understand the engagement process itself. Assumptions 
have been made in current marriage and family textbooks (Hicks, 1970), 
but the information provided in such texts about the process and 
attitudes towards engagement is just that--assumptions. 
Dyadic formation is a vital part of the marital process in any 
society. In the United States, marriage rates are very high, with over 
90% of the national populati on becoming married at some point in their 
1 ives. Furthermore, many aspects of our society focus on this dyadic 
formation, emphasizing the romance, love, physical attraction, and 
sexual interactions associated with it. 
Because of its seemingly common occurrence, engagement is a process 
that is an integral part of mate selection and marriage, but current 
empirical information regarding attitudes toward engagement and what 
function engagement serves in today's society is virtually non-existent. 
With the modern 1 i festyl e practices having diversified i nterpersona 1 
interactions and dyadic formation to include cohabitation, serial 
marriages, and homosexual relationships, one is forced to ask what 
functions engagement serves for couples today, what are the current 
attitudes toward the engagement process, and what part might engagement 
play in today's relationships that no longer follow the traditional 
patterns of dyadic formation. 
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Getting married is viewed by developmentalists as a normal but 
signif ic ant critical transition in the family developmental life cycle. 
Burgess and Wallin (1953) state that engagement "is now considered as 
the last stage in the selection process leading to the choice of a mate" 
(p . 272). This would lead one to believe that if such a tradition is 
indeed critical, and engagement is a "vital part of the getting married 
process" (Rapoport, 1964, pp. 36-37), it would seem vital that we have 
empirical research to help us understand this transition stage and avoid 
unwarranted assumptions that tend to creep into the marriage and family 
1 i terature. 
This study assessed the current attitudes and activity toward 
engagement as held by college students actively involved in the 
courtship process or who have recent 1 y gone through the engagement 
process. The purposes and functions that engagement plays were 
assessed, as well as the current definitions attached to engagen1ent 
today by college students. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Studies conducted on the engagement process or i nvol vi ng engaged 
couples tend to be outdated (15 to 32 years old ) or involve engaged 
individuals or couples for the purpose of comparing them to other 
samples rather than to understand or describe the attitudes toward 
engagement or the function of engagement in terms of dyadic formation. 
Several studies used engaged couples as compar ison s with friends and 
dating couples to study need patterns in premarital dyads. Straus, 
Heiss, and Gordon (1964) essentially fo und negative results when trying 
to i dentify need patterns assoc i ated with interpersonal satisfaction in 
dating or engagement relationships. Banta and Hetherington (1963) 
supplied evidence consistent with the concept of the similarity of 
needs. Their results indicated that engaged coup les have similar needs 
and that males choose the same type of woman both as a friend and a 
fiance. Women, on the other hand, were no t found to have male friends 
and fiances who were similar. These findings are beneficial in helping 
to substantiate the theoretical concept of complementary needs or 
prov iding information concerning the mate-selection process, but such 
information has little value in identifying the actual attitudes towards 
engagement or the function of the engagement process. 
Historical Background and Theoretical Conceptualizations 
Perhaps the earliest major sc i entific study on engagement and 
marriage was done by Burgess and Wallin in 1953, with the research 
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actually being conducted during the years from 1937 to 1939 for the 
engagement phase and from 1940 to 1943 for the marriage phase. The 
maj or goal of the research was to see whether information obtai ned from 
peopl e before marriage would predict marital success or failure later on 
in the marital relationsh i p. Six hundred and sixty-six couples were 
used for the entire study on engagement and marriage, which included 
interviews and su r veys given to each coup le dur ing engagement and then 
after marriage . Engagement was defined in this study to include those 
formally engaged as well as those with an informal but definite 
understanding that they would be married at some future date. 
In briefly outlining the conceptua l framework used by these authors 
to guide this monumental study, Burgess and Wa lli n (1953) point towards 
a companionship concept as fundamental i n understand i ng the functions of 
engagement and marriage. This concept emphasizes t he affection , 
democracy, comradeship, and happiness of relationship members as 
replacing the old notions of relationships based upon respect, 
obed i ence, authority, and duty. 
This new concept has arisen as the result of many fact ors, 
i nc luding the loss of economic and other functions by the 
family, the growth of the urban way of life, the rising status 
of women, t he co ntinued decline in parental contro l of 
children's marriages, and the application of democracy in 
marital and famili al relations. (Burgess & Wal lin, 1953, p. 
vi i ) 
Burgess and Wa llin go on to say that the subjects in their sample 
exp res sed the value of companionship in their relationships, both in 
engagement and marriage . The authors state that their own va lue 
judgment about such relat ·ionships would not be important; it is the 
value judgments held by young people that are s i gn ificant. They feel 
that their particular study was unique in that their findings were based 
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on a developmental, longitudinal time line --gathering data about young 
people from the time of their first dating, through steady dating and 
engagement , up to and including early mdrriage. 
In support of the companionsh i p theoretical base described by 
Burgess and Wallin (1953), ~loss, Apolonio, and Jensen (1971) reviewed 
the emp i rical data describing dating of the premarital dyad of the 
1960s. They found that the values of young people illustrate a trend 
leading towards more con,pan i onship-or i ented relationships rather than 
the obedient, authoritative, and dutiful relationsh ip s of the past. 
Moss et al . (1971) go on to say that resea rch has not moved very far in 
handling the i ssues invo l ved i n such areas as the changes taking place 
in prerna rita l and dyadic va lues. They state that we need to become 
"more alert to the indi v idu a l need and s t age in the courtship contin uum 
i n det-e rmin ing what motivational bases are in operation in a 
re la tionship" (p. 66) . Consider the follow ing exan1ple given by Burgess 
and Wa l lin: 
The boys and girls in the earlier period . .. me t at ch urch 
parties, school programs, or dinners and partie s in the home 
... When a boy started t o take a girl to church, to town 
Saturday night, and to picnics and dances for big holidays it 
was soon assumed that th ey wo uld be married . They wou ld 
usually go together for t wo or three years. No boy went with 
more than two or three gir l s before he married. (1953, p. 15) 
What changes hav e taken place s ince the time of extensive rural 
American influence regarding the stages of courtship and heterosexual 
relationships? P. A. Sorokin, as quoted by Burgess and Wall in (1953) , 
made this sociolog i ca l prophecy: "The main sociological function of the 
fam il y will further decrease until the family becomes a mere inc idental 
coha bitation of male and female while the home will become a mere 
overnight parking place mainly for sex - relat i onsh ip" (p. 3). Whereas 
the family ' s function may not have fulfilled this prophecy compl etely , 
it is evident that changes in the function of different relationship 
f ormations ha ve deve loped, and there is, in fact, a need to identify 
through research the present functions of the different areas making up 
premarital relationships. 
The engagement findings for Burges s and Wallin (1953) are qu ite 
extensive and are covered by the authors in several chapters. To serve 
the purpose of this present study, on ly the findings deemed pertinent to 
the present study are reviewed here. 
Burgess and Wallin (1953) c la ss ified becoming engaged as a pledge 
of marr i age and were in terested in whether individuals discus sed the 
advisabil i ty of their choice for this pledge with anyone else. They 
reasoned that if individuals did choose to discuss their choice with 
someon~ else , this would be in di cat ive of the idea that loves does not 
s hut out reason entirely. On the other hand, if an indi vidual chose not 
to discuss their choice with someone else, this would suggest that the 
emot i on of love overrides reason. Fifty-one percent of the men and 42% 
of the women in their sample did not cons ult with anyone about their 
choice for marriage. The fact that a higher percentage of men acted on 
the basis of their own judgement and fee 1 i ngs than did women 1 ed the 
authors to three possible explanations: first of all, that women are 
le s s dominated by emotions than men; secondly, that such a difference is 
a reflect ion of a greater degree of independence in men; and thirdly, 
that the difference is a result of women having more doubts about the 
re lationship. 
In conjuncti on with the above question, the subjects were ~sked 
with whom they had discussed the advisabi li ty of their choice. Of those 
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subjects who did discuss the advisability of becoming engdged with 
someone else, men discussed their choice with an average number of 2 
peop le; women with an average number of 1.8 people . Mothers were found 
to be the most frequently consulted people by both men and women, though 
the women reported consu 1 t i ng their rnothers more often than rnen. Men, 
on the other hdnd, reported consulting with their fathers more often 
than women did, and the women were just as likely to discuss the 
advisability of their choice with a friend as with their father. 
Burgess and Wallin (1953) found that the custom of asking the parents of 
the bride for permission to marry their daughter was no longer current. 
Another question in the study de a 1 t with engaged men and women's 
feelings of certainty about their choices for marriage. A large 
proportion of the study of engaged couples reported having experienced 
some reservations about their cho i ce of a marr iage partner . In answer 
to the question "Have you ever felt any hes itation at all about marrying 
your fiance? ," nearly half of the men and women said yes. Approximately 
one out of five men and women reported wishing that they had not become 
engaged, and women were slightl y more disposed than men to have doubts 
or regrets about their engagement. Burgess and Wallin (1953) suggest 
that though women could take the initiative to seek out men who meas ure 
up to their marital standards, they may become engaged even when not 
completely satisfied with the characterist ics of their partner, and this 
may be a factor in a woman's tendency to doubt the rightness of her 
cho ice. 
Engagement is discussed as part of an informal education period for 
couples that provides them with i nformation, impressions, insights, and 
behavior patterns that are later used as a basis of interaction during 
9 
marriage. The authors hypothesize that marriage would probably not be 
feasible without the informal educational background provided by such 
processes as engagement. Furthermore, they see engagement as becomin g a 
"trial relationship during which love is assessed, and if it is judged 
inadequate the relationship is often severed" (Burgess & Wal l in, 1953, 
p. 183). 
In studying their subsample of 1,000 engaged couples, Burgess and 
Wallin hypothesized that a high proportion of coupl es would experience 
some type of stress in their relationship during engagement. The 
authors used a Likert-type scale and ctsked each person to state his /her 
present agreement or disagreement with their fiance in a number of 
areas. In genera l, engaged couples were found to have disagreements in 
one or more areas of their relationship. Disagreement was highest with 
regard to the ways of dealing with family members. The data indicated 
that families intruding upon the engagement relationship, family 
opinions about the engagement partner and when the couple ought to get 
marr ied, and concern expressed by one partner about the way the ot he r 
partner's family treated them were all found to be areas of conflict in 
engaged couples. About two and a half t imes as many women than men (20% 
as compared to 8%) reported that their fiance's family caused them 
tension and/or emotional distress. The clas h between engaged partners 
came as a result of trying to deal with these family member problems, 
and Burgess and Wallin (1953) suggest that with many couples, the clash 
may be a result of the expression of loyalties and ties still felt by 
the engaged towards their families of or i entatio n. Much of the Burgess 
and Wall in data on engagement and marriage indicates that the parents 
continue to play a significant role in the courtship an d marriage of 
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their children, including the engagement process. Other selected areas 
of engaged -couple relationships that were found to be related to 
disagreement were matters of social convent i onal ity and dealing with 
friends. 
Burgess and Wall in state that on the basis of the disagreements 
demonstrated by engaged couples, adjusting and coordinating their 
conf licting differences is "perhaps the major source of stress in the 
courtsh ip process" (1953 , p. 265) . An additional source of stress for 
engaged couples was the dealing with a conflict in their affection for 
the engagement partner because of a prior emotional invol veme nt of their 
own. Approximately 20% of the men and women in a subsample of 226 
engaged coup les expressed feeling a conflict in their affection for 
their engagement partner "a few times" or "often.;' In most cases, this 
conflict was due to a previous relationship. Furthermore, the authors 
note that engaged couples tend to be more sensitive about the previous 
associations of their engagement partner than about the i r own past 
involvements. 
Another interesting findin g had to dea l with an engaged partner 
giving in to his/her fiance for fear of weakening the fiance's affection 
toward him/her. Approximately 38% of the men and 22% of the women 
stated that they occasionally or frequently gave in to their fiance for 
this reason. Burgess and Wallin (1953) offered two interpretations to 
this finding. The first interpretation was that there i s a cultural 
expectat i on that the man, rather than the woman, should make the greater 
adjustments in the relat i onship. The second explanation suggested that 
women exper ience 1 ess insecurity in engagement than men. This second 
explanation is consistent with the previous fi.nding that women tend to 
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be le ss sen sitive than men to previous relationships of their engaged 
partner . 
In generalizing some of their findings, Burgess and Wallin (1953) 
believed that men and women tend not to become engaged to the first 
person with whom they have had an intimate relationship, but rathe r that 
the fin al mate-selection process was now made by a series of 
rela t ionships of varying degrees of intensity. The engagement process 
was seen by the authors as gradually ceasing to be an unbreakable pledge 
of marr iage, wi th the future l ook i ng towards fewer and fewer ass ump t ions 
that marriage would be assured by engagement itself. However, the 
reader is st ill led to believe that actually becoming engaged i s a fina l 
testing period for marriage rather than just another re lationsh ip 
experience of greater intensity. 
Engagement has as it's (sic) pre-eminent function the fin al 
opportun ity for the coup le to find out if they are fitted for 
each other in temperamental compatibility, in common or 
complemen tary interests, i n s imilarity of ideas and values, i n 
the sat isfaction of each other ' s personality needs, and, above 
all, in fulfilling the conception which each has of the 
characterist ics desired in t he other. (Burgess & Wallin, 
1953, pp. 272 -273) 
The Bu rge ss and Wa ll in (1953) study also looked at the fa ctors 
surrounding broken engagements. The authors found that of the 1,000 
engaged couples studied, at least one-third of the men and half of the 
women had one or more broken engagements. At the time of their study, 
24% of the men and 36% of the women had already been involved in a 
broken engagement. The factors that they found associated with broken 
engagement, as derived by interviews with persons whose engagements had 
been broken, were slight attachment, separation, parental opposition, 
cultural divergences, and personality difficulties. 
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Burgess and Wall in {1953) maintain that such high proportions of 
broken engagements indicate that engagement is used as a testing period 
for the soundness of the marriage decision. They also state that such 
findings may mean that coup les are rushing i nto engagement too soon and 
without enough serious thought. These two suppos iti ons are somewhat in 
conflict with each other. If engagement i s used as a testing period, 
then is it pe rmissible for couples to enter engagement without serious 
thought? Perhap s engagement serves t he funct io n of al lowing couples the 
opportunity to seriously think over the tenable decision they have made 
to marry . 
Rapoport's studie s {1963, 1964) focused upon devel oping ideas and 
met hods through an extensive exploratory study to begin to conceptuali ze 
engagement , the honeymoon , and early marriage as critical tran sition 
points in the normal devel opmen t of the family life cycle. Rapoport 
(1964) speaks of t he rituals associated with marriage and states that in 
our modern western society, marri age i s sti ll treated as a ritual, with 
i ts various ceremo nial cus t oms of engagement rings, the bridal gown, the 
honeymoon, etc. In try ing to understand the processes that ease the 
transition toward ma rria ge , one is forc ed to wonder whether such 
ceremo nial customs are considered important in the 1980s, how such 
customs are affected by our modern lifestyle practices and, if so, where 
in the transitional process such customs fit in. What are the 
characte ri st ics t hat make up these customs in the 1980s? What purposes 
do such customs have today , and how is the stage of engagement 
qualitatively the same as it was in previous years? 
Rapoport also states that getting marr ied in volves a decision that 
is marked by an "explicit legal transit i on po int" {1964, p. 38). Th i s 
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trans iti on point is thought t o set in motion forces wh i ch often lead to 
both positive and negative en during consequences. When is this 
monumental decision made ? Does the decision come about during the 
dating process that is then followed by a formal or informal engagement 
pe riod? What part does engagement p 1 ay in the positive and negative 
co nsequences that may result from the decision to marry? Does 
engagement result from the decision to marry and serve as a preparation 
for the ceremonial wedding, or does engagement result from a couple's 
in terest in knowing whether th i s "explicit legal transit i on point" 
should really be made by the couple, thus serv ing as a testing period 
for them? 
Ra poport (1964) goes on to suggest that impress ions of one another 
formed during the courtship, engagement, and/or the honeymoon may have a 
fundamenta l effect on events that take place in the marital 
relationship . As a result of her exploratory study , Rapoport (1963) 
conceptua lizes three tasks that she considers sal ien t for the 
preparation of marriage and, more spec ifically, three tasks that should 
be dealt with by the end of t he engagement period: (1) preparing one's 
self to take over the spousal roles, (2) disen8aying one's self from 
close relationships that compete or interfere with the new marital 
relat ionship, and (3) accommodating premarital forms of gratification to 
marital forms where an individual's spouse i s now included. 
Aft er conceptualiz ing these three tasks or subphases of the 
getting-married process, the following specific tasks were developed by 
Rapoport (1964) as subsidia ries to the three subphases: 
1. establishing a couple identi ty; 
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2 . develop in g a mutually satisfacto ry sexual adjustment for the 
engagement period; 
3. developing a mutuall y satisfactory agreement regarding family 
planning; 
4. establishing a mutually satisfactory system of commun icdti on 
between the pair; 
5 . establishing a mutually sat isfactory pattern with regard to 
relatives, friends, work, and decision making; and 
6. planning specifically for the wedding, honeymoon, and the early 
months of marriage. 
These specific tasks could be conceptualized as being closely 
assoc iated with a couple's ability to communicate with one another and, 
in actuality, may be suggestions of topics that should be discussed by 
engagement partners prior to marriage. Such commun i cations would then 
be facilitative of Rapoport's (1963) three subphases salient to the 
getting-married process, which should theoret i cally ease the trans i tion 
into marr i age . 
Rapoport's {1964) work entices the researcher of the 1980s to 
wonder what types of tasks are indeed associated with the engagement 
period, what top ic s of commun i cation are actually discussed among 
engaged partners, and what spec ifi c attitudes, impressions, or behav i or 
patterns are formed during the engagement period that may carry over 
into the marital relationship. 
with preconce i ved, prevailing 
Do coup l es enter the engagement setting 
attitudes that cont inue through the 
engagement period into marriage and possibly cloud realism and decision-
mak ing abil iti es, leaving the couple vulnerable to the new marital 
relationship with all of its new roles and responsibilities? Or, do 
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couples develop new attitudes, skills, and roles as a result of the 
engagement process itself which ease them into marriage and make 
adaptation to the new marital rules and responsibilities that much 
easier? 
These questions 1 ead one to ask a broader question: Are there 
different types of engagement which differ in their functions? The 
examp le is cited by Rapoport (1964) of a couple who became engaged, 
s uccessfully sustained the engagement , but was never ab l e to move into a 
marital relationship. Perhaps the function of this engagement d i ffers 
from the function of the engagement of a couple who is engaged for three 
months to plan a wedding and eventually is married . If this is the case 
dnd engagement does vary in its functions, then the tasks conceptualized 
by Rapoport (1964) may need some reworking based upon the function of 
the engagement for the i nd ividu al couple. Furthermore, if the function 
of engagement can vary based upon t he individual couple, could i t also 
be that the perceptions and expectations held by each individual 
engagement partner may be in conflict with the other partner's views, 
thus creating a dissonance of purpose i n the engagement process of the 
couple? The answers to s uch a yuestion could lead to a better 
understanding of broken engagements, " stormy" engagements, and to the 
mate-se l ection process in general. 
Lewis (1972) de scr ibes a developmental framework for the analysis 
of· dyad i c formation. He acknowledges Vernon and Stewart ' s (1957) 
viewpoint that dyadic involvement is a ser i es of stages along a dating, 
engagement, and marital contin uum. He goes on to sdy that vctriuus 
authors (Bolton , 1961; Heiss, 1962; Verno n & Stewart, 1957) agree that 
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the degree to which a couple is involved in their relationship is 
positively related tu the continuance of that relationship. 
In support of further explanation for such a conjecture, Blood and 
Wolfe (1960) suggest evidence that more specialization in task 
perfo rmance occurs in a couple as they rnove through the family life 
cycle . Lewis (1972) asserts that the period of greatest dyadic 
functioning probably occurs within the intense interactions of 
engagement and early marriage. Such information seems to support the 
task conceptua lization of Rapoport (1964) discussed above and provides 
further motivat ion for trying to estab li sh if task accomplishment is 
indeed a function of the engagement period and, if so, what task 
accomplishment does take place. 
Lew i s (1972) discusses boundary establishment in dyadic formation 
as conceptualized by systems theory and suggests an increasing 
permeability between the two dyadic partners and an exclusion of "third 
persons who have been or are sign i ficant others in their life space" (p . 
38). Burgess and Wallin (1953) discussed the finding that disagreement 
is highest among engaged partners when dealing with fam il y members. 
Perhaps th i s boundary establishment described by Lewis is a functional 
necessity of engagement in reduc in g stress and leading the engagement 
partners toward marriage. 
An interesting 
identity formation . 
developme nt of an 
discussion by Lewis (1972) focuses on coup l e 
He suggests that a transition po int in a couple's 
identity takes place wh en the couple describes 
themselves as pinned or engaged. He also states that the use of first-
person plural pronouns such a s "we," "ours ," "our," and "us" by the 
couple and/or significant others helps the couple develop a perception 
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of themselves as something beyond an individual. This then develops in 
a couple the growing conviction that they truly are a marriageable pair. 
In describing the development and application of a procedure to 
measure development of intimate relationships, Stephen and Markman 
(1983) state that with few except i ons, research treating the formation 
of dyadic relationships has focused upon the first moments of 
interactions between strangers who are not likely to continue a 
relat ionsh ip. They further state a need to assess a relationship at a 
dyadic l evel rather t han at an individual level . It is the exchange of 
knowledge during a dyadic relationship that bonds relationship partners 
in an emergent, interdependent manner . This leads one to believe that 
obtain ing information concerning corrrnunication during a dyadic 
relat ionship such as engagement and gathering it in such a way that the 
information would be reflective of enduring relationships would be of 
great benefit in truly understand ing dyadic formation. Does engagement 
help to facilitate a shared view of the world, as would be plausible 
under Lewis' (1972) conceptualization? 
McDaniel (1969) designed a study to discover what impact stages of 
courtship had on the relationship between female dating roles and 
reasons for dating. Though his study deals mainly with a female sample 
(396 females versus 181 males), there are some find i ngs that are 
relevant here. McDaniel suggests that dating manifests itself in at 
least three stages, including random dating, going steady, and being 
pinned or engaged. Engagement is defined as occurring when a person is 
"dating a special person and has made a commitment to marry" (p. 99). 
McDaniel theorizes that these three stages are progressive and indicates 
that if compa tibility between a couple is not obtained, then the person 
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reverts back from engagement to random dating. If compatibility is 
obta i ned, then the individual commit s himself/ herself to marriage and 
becomes engaged. This reasoning indicates the philosophy that 
engagement may be a culmination of compatibility testing rather than a 
continuing process to bring about compatibil ity. 
McDaniel (1969) discusses the ideas of assertiveness and 
re ceptiveness as they relate to dating and as portrayed by the Winch 
Theory of Complimentary Needs in mate se l ection . In a cross -tabulation 
of his results, McDaniel found that there was a tendency for the females 
in his study to progress through the three stages he identified, 
including the stage of engagement. He also found that females in this 
engagement stage were receptive or, in other words, more deferential, 
respectful, and anxious as compared with females in t he earlier stages 
who wer·e found to be more dominant, hostile, autonomous, and 
achievement -oriented. This f inding indicates the possibility that 
att itudes and perceptions may change over the course of the mate-
selection process and that the attitudes and perceptions of casua l 
daters di ffer from those of the steady dater or engagement partner. It 
may be that such a change in attitudes facilitates the different stages 
as described by McDaniel (1969), or it could be that entering into a 
part i cular stage of the dating process facilitates a change in attitudes 
and perceptions. A causa l relationship in either direction is not 
indicated by McDaniel, but new research may allow additional insight as 
to the attitude differences found in this study. 
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Sex and Engagement 
The trend throughout this century with regard to premarital sexual 
experience indicates that couples are increasingly becoming involved in 
premarital sexual behavior. In the first research attempting to ga in 
information on premarital intercourse with an engagement partner, Davis 
(1929) found that only 3.5% of a sample of 1,000 married women reported 
having sexua l intercourse with their future husband. Then, in 1938, 
Lewis Terman conducted a study that included the investigation of the 
incidence of premarital intercourse. The samp le was made up of 792 
marr ied couples from cent ral and southern Ca lifornia, predominantly 
middle and upper-middle class. 
The stat istic s on these groups indicate for both sexes a 
rather marked trend toward decrease in virginity at marriage, 
the decrease being more marked for women. Much of t he 
decrease can be accounted for by the rise in the number of 
persons having intercourse with the future marriage partners. 
(Burgess & Wal lin, 1953, p. 325) 
In Terman's (1938) study, the decrease in the virg inity of women at 
marriage was 35.3%. In the case of men, the decrease was 18%. 
Though both of these studie s mentioned above are retrospective in 
nature by obtaining responses from married couples, the indicati ons from 
the first quarter of the century suggest that couples who plan to marry 
tend increasingly to participate in premarital sexual intercourse. 
In their comprehensive study on engagement and marriage, Burgess 
and Wallin (1953) obtained information on the incidence of intercourse 
with engagement partners and others from responses given by marr ied 
coup les to the questi ons concerning premarital intercourse with the 
fiance or others prior to marr iage and the frequency of such sexual 
relations. The results indicated that roughly one out of two couples 
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had premarital sexual relations, with approximately two out of three 
couples having occasional or frequent premarital sexual relations. The 
ou tstanding difference found between the men and the women in the sample 
was that 50.3% of the men were found to have had premarital intercourse 
with individuals other than their fiance, while only 11.5% of the women 
were found to have had premarital intercourse with someone other than 
their fiance. The great majority of the women who had premarital 
relations had them only with the men they eventually married. 
Burgess and Wallin (1 953) summarize the differences between couples 
involved in premarital sexual relations and those not involved as 
follows: 
Couples are most likely to have sex relations before marriage 
if couple members have had sexual experience with some other 
person, if they have been engaged 16 months or longer at the 
time of marriage, if couple members have different religious 
affiliations (or none at all). Couples are least likely to 
have premarital intercourse if neither couple member had sex 
relations with some other person, if at the time of marriage 
they are engaged eight months or less, if couple members are 
both Catholic, and if the woman has had sorne college education 
and the man has not. (p. 341) 
The Burgess-Wallin study also assessed the attitudes of those who 
had not had intercourse at the time they were interviewed for the 
engagement phase of the study as to why they had never had sexual 
relations with their fiance. One hundred and forty-five men and 152 
women responded to the questions dealing with this issue, and the 
findings suggested that a greater proportion of the men and women 
believed it wrong to have premarital intercourse during the engagement 
period. Furthermore, a relatively small proportion of men and women 
(approximately 20%) felt that "fear of pregnancy" was a reason for not 
having had intercourse in engagement, suggesting that a couple's moral 
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values play a more deciding factor in their premarital sexual behavior 
than do possible consequences from the sexual activity itself. 
In 1980, a series of replicated studies on prernaritctl sexuctl 
experience among college females was reported by Bell and Caughey 
covering the years 1958, 1968, and 1978. The results of these studies 
indicated that premarital coital experience among college females had 
increased significantly over the 10-year period. The study included 
samples of women who were either dating, going steady, or were engaged 
during each of the three years under study. In the 1950s, 1 out of 
every 10 women participated in premarital coitus during the dating 
relationship. In 1968, the number of dating women having premarital 
coitus increased to approximately one out of every four women, and in 
1978, the rate had in creased to approximately one out of every two 
women . 
The percentages of prema rita 1 co ita 1 experience a 1 so inc rea sed 
dramatically for those women who were engagement partners. In 1958, the 
percentage of engaged coup les involved in premarital sex was 31 %. In 
1968, the percentage rose to 39%, and by 1978, the percentage 
skyrocketed to 76%. This indicates that approximately three-fourths of 
the engaged couples in 1978 participated in premarital coitus. Such 
trends seem to substantiate the earlier findings of Burgess and Wallin 
(1953) that premarital sexual relations among engaged couples are 
becoming an increasingly common occurrence. In addition, the findings 
of Bell and Caughey (1980) also seem to substantiate evidence obtained 
by Burgess and Wallin (1953) suggesting that engagement may provide some 
sort of legitimacy for couples to become involved sexually. In their 
study, Bell and Caughey (1980) found that in all three years studied, 
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premarital co itus was more frequent for couples who were engaged than 
for either daters or steady daters. Furthermore, the number of 
individuals indicating that they felt gu ilty about their premarital 
sexual intimacy decreased over the 20-year peri od , while the respondents 
in 1978 reported far more sexual experiences than their counterputs of 
the 1950s and the 1960s. Bell and Co ughey (1980) caut ion the reader 
that t heir sample may be somewhat conservative when compared to the 
general population because of a disproportionate number of Jews and 
Catho li cs included in the study and because most of t he women 
participating in the study lived at home. 
Engagement Comparison Samples 
In 1970, Reiter had 19 co llege students who reported themselves as 
being engaged comp 1 ete the Edwards Persona 1 Preference Schedu 1 e ( EPPS) 
along with their fiance, His results conflict with the results of Banta 
and Hether ington {1963) in that the differences, rather than the 
similariti es , were noted in their study as being the primary findings 
between engaged coup 1 es. Though conflicts such as these exist in the 
research, the point to be made here is that these studies use engaged 
co uples as samples of comparisons rath er than to identify the process or 
functions of engagement itself. Furthermore, conflicting evidence with 
regard to the needs of individuals in premarital relationships only 
stands as witness of the need to further explore the purposes of 
premarital formations such as engagement. 
Studies have been conducted on engaged couple seminars (Doman & 
Doman, 1977; Kleinke , Meeker, & LaFong, 1974) and on the relationships 
between family s ize and success in engagement (Hall, 1965). The most 
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notable findin g provided by the above three studies as app li cab l e to 
thi s particular area of interest is the finding by Hall in his study of 
ord inal position that high rates of broken engagements were found for 
both men and women who were only ch ildren in their families of 
orienta t ion. This information could ignite some very interesting and 
re levant research with regard to the possible differences in the 
eng agement process as a result of the ordinal position of each 
engagement partner. 
In 1981, Risman, Hill, Rubin, and Peplau conducted an interesting 
study on cohabitation and its i mp lications for courtship. One of the 
i ss ues these researchers were interested in studying was the concern 
that cohabitation poses a threat to the institution of marriage. Mead 
(1966) has arg ued that cohabitation n1ay lead to better marriages by 
ser·ving as a form of a trial marriage. Risman et al. (1981) f ound that 
there was no sign ifi cant difference between cohabi tat i ng coup 1 es and 
non - cohabitating couples with regard to the probability of the current 
relationship lead ing to marriage . Furthermore , the results also 
indicated that couples who lived together were not mo re or l ess likely 
to break up t han non- cohabitat ing couples. This information leads th i s 
investi gator to a conjecture: Are couples who live together more or 
less likely to become engaged? Risman et a l . point out that 
cohabitation may constitute a stage towards marr i age, as does the dating 
process . It is interesting that one questions the function of 
cohabitation as a process toward s marr iage, and yet the process of 
engagement, whose legit imacy as a socia l more date; back well beyond the 
acceptance of cohabitation, has been explored in such a manner that one 
can do little but make assumptions as to the part it plays in the 
courtship or marriage processes. 
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It may very well be that direct 
correlations between cohabitation and its effects on marriage ma y never 
be fully understood without first understanding the functions and 
process of engagement. 
Engagement Roles, Perceptions, and Characteristics 
Kerckhoff and Bean {1967) conducted a study in which engaged or 
"seriously-contemplating-marriage" coup le s were analyzed in order to 
discern if a couple 1vho had a greater agreement in values would evaluate 
eac h other more positively than if they had less agreement on values. 
The unexpected results of their study led these two researchers to look 
at this quest ion in somewhat of a refined manner. Rather than looking 
on ly a t whether an engaged couple's agreement of values leads to a 
positive evaluation of each other, the authors suggested that "mal e -
fema le differences in power and differences in conjugal role definitions 
may be s ignificant contr ibutors to the pattern of a person perception in 
engaged couples" (p. 185). They suggest that a power-oriented person 
who, in present society, is, in many cases, the socialized male, may be 
more likely to be tolerant of disagreement in values and role 
orientation and would, therefore, be more likely to perceive such 
dissensus positively. This rationale supports their findings that men 
were indeed more tolerant of disagreement in values than were the 
females. The females in their sample, on the other hand, were found to 
have a significant positive relati onship between value consensus and 
favorable person perception, suggesting that a female's perception of 
her partner would be greatly affected by value dissensus in a negative 
direction. If this dissensus were based upon a discrepancy i n 
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perce pti on about the function of engagement, a broken engagement might 
re su l t due to a l ack of a definition of the engagement function rather 
than because of a dissensus of core values between the couple. A 
suc cess ful marriage might be prevented as a result of a misunders tanding 
between partners concerning the function of engagement and what tasks 
s hould be expected by each engagement partner to be completed during the 
engagement period. 
Kerckhoff and Bean (1967) summarize by say ing that very little work 
on the mate-select i on process has considered the contribution made by 
cu l tural definitions of the co nj ugal relationship {perceptions held by 
individuals ) to the cho i ce process or to mar ital satisfactions. The 
engagement period seems to fit somewhere in between the choice process 
and marital satisfaction, and the importance of clarifying the 
definitions of the engagement process seem to be in order if progress i s 
to be made in identifying these cu l tural definitions. 
Schulman's study (1974) argues thdt idealization in engaged couples 
may produce socially biased 
items. Schulman's concern 
answers when filling out quest i anna ire 
i s that "engaged couples imbued with 
fantasies about love and marriage will project their fantasies upon 
their intended mates instead of seeing them as they really are" {p. 
139). If such distortion consistently takes place in engaged couples, 
then try ing to identify the effects that agreement of values and roles 
has on the engagement process itself may produce substantial error due 
to this idealism variable . In analyzing why this distortion in 
perception may take place, Schulman ' s findings suggest that 
commun i cation may be blocked in areas of potential conflict, which then 
distorts the other person's perception of their par-tner. "Not being 
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able t o predict a partner's response may be overlooked during engagement 
if the conflict area can be avoided, but with the day-to-day intimacy of 
married l ife, the excl osure of many differences is inevitable" {p. 145). 
Thus, idealism of engaged coup l es may develop as a result of blocked 
communication in areas of confl ic t which eventuctlly come forth during 
marriage. 
In 1975 , Kra i n conducted a study that focused upon addressing the 
factors involved in the communication processes of dyadic re la tionsh i ps 
from casual dat ing through ser i ous re lati onshi ps leading to marriage. 
Eighty un i vers ity coup l es were used in the study, ranging from coupl es 
dating only tw i ce to couples just a few weeks away from their wedding. 
Couples in the early stages of dating were found to be relatively high 
in fac ilitat ive communication forms. Krain states that communication 
necessary to ma intain a romantic re l ations hip seems to be a matte r of 
communicat iv e development within dating relationships rather than one of 
a pre-ex i st ing talent or ability of an individual. An interesting 
question then wou 1 d be to ask whether e ngaged coup 1 es do, in f act , 
utilize prob lem-solving techniques to facilitate their romantic 
relationship. Are there top ic s which late-stage, engaged couples avoid, 
and hav e engaged couples actua lly improved their facilitative 
communication skills as a result of their relationship? 
Ch ilman {1966) looked at the dating, courtship, and engagement 
behav i or of married as compared to sing le undergraduate students . "Mos t 
of the stude nt husbands and wives were engaged before their marriage. 
Typi ca 11 y , they were engaged for a 1 most one year, but mast of them had 
known the ir future spouse for a l most two years before their marriage" 
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( p. 113) . Chi 1 man cone 1 udes that the married undergraduate students in 
her study did not appear to act i mpu l sive l y in the ir choi ce of a spouse . 
Ch ilman also reports that only a small number of parents objected 
to the marriages of their sons and daughters, and that in the eyes of 
young people, most parents tended to lea ve the plans for marr i age up to 
their ch ildren. In the sample of s ingle students, a number of them 
reported that they believed their parents would agree to their marr iage 
if the students wished it. 
These findings suggest that engagement has been a corrmon practice 
amo ng premar ita l dyads . Though it was not reported whether the parents 
of the engaged partners approved of the fiance of their child prior to 
the formal engagement period, the findings suggest that indiv iduals are 
free to choose for themselves whom they want to marry and are free to 
make pla ns for that marriage. 
In 1965, Shipman and Tien ini t iated a study in which they l oo ked at 
the waiting per i od between appl y ing for a wedding license and actually 
being able to receive the license. The span of time in between 
app li cat ion and actual ly being able to pick up the license wa s three 
days, and it was the authors' content i on that such a waiting period 
i111pacted those who had misgivings about their impending marriage at the 
time they applied for their marriage license. "With no obstacles, s uch 
people might enter marriage in sp ite of feelings of uncertainty, but the 
onerous task of securing documentary evidence for severa l items might 
turn the scale of indecision in favor of nonmarriage and provide a 
rati onale for a way out " (p. 280). The a uthors believe that a wa iting 
period does preven t some impul sive marriages and may also delay other 
poo r- r i sk marr i ages. As correlated wit h Shipman and Tien's (1965) 
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study, one wonders at what point in the engagement process the testing 
actually does occur. Shipman and lien's study seems to point towards 
the end of the engagement period dS the time when indecision may be at 
the highest point. 
One of the most recent and informative studies that describes the 
possible processes and functions of engagement is that done by Hicks in 
1970 on the eva 1 uat ion of textbook assumptions of engagement. The 
purpose of her study WdS "to make a descriptive analysis of the 
engagement of a sample of married students at the Pennsylvania State 
Un iversity in order to assess some of the major assumptions made by 
textbook authors" (p. 59). Ninety-four married couples were 
administered yuestionnaires to be filled out separately by the husband 
and the wife. The median age for the husbands was 25 years and for the 
wives 24 years. Most of the couples had been married from three to five 
years. 
In discussing some of the assumptions made by textbooks regarding 
engagement, Hicks (1970) points out that there are two beliefs about 
engagement that compete for acceptance in textbooks used in college 
courses. The two be 1 i efs de a 1 with the 1 eve 1 of commitment imp 1 i ed by 
engagement. Both beliefs agree that engagement is agreement by both 
partners to marry, and the preponderant belief is that the engagement is 
a testing period for the relationship. However, there is not an 
agreement by textbook authors that engagement is a permanent commitment 
to marry. 
There is consensus that the engagement period he 1 ps faci 1 ita te 
aduH approval for the new relationship and assumption of the adult 
role and that engagement serves as a sort of cushion in the transition 
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process from youth to adulthood and parenthood. Those textbook auth ors 
who view engagement as a tentative co1Tl11 itment to marriage see it as a 
vehicle to explore the poss ibilities of marriage, as well as increasing 
emotional security and reducing doubts between engagement partners. It 
i s expected that greater i ntimacy wi 11 take place during engagement and 
that the game playing that is co1Tl11on in more casual dating will be 
decreased to the point where the couple can evaluate their relationsh ip 
t ogether and the possib i lity of further comm itment . 
The textbook assumptions go on to say that another fun ction of the 
engagement period is to allow the couple to socialize in such a manner 
that issues important to mar ital commitment can be discussed and 
implemented. As coincides with informat ion provided above by Burgess 
and Wall·in {1953), Hicks' report (1970) suggests that communication 
during engagement focuses on interpersonal relationships with uld 
friends, how to handle one's inlaws, financial issues and bank accounts, 
family planning, occupational and educational goals, religion, and the 
lega l chores associated with marr iage and issues concern i ng where to 
live. Ro le rehearsal is engaged in by the couple, and problem-solving 
ab ilities are utilized to find areas of agreement. Engagement 
encourages the development of such problem-solv ing skil l s, and the 
couple begins to assume roles that will be later utilized in the 
marriage. 
Hi cks (1970) points out that co l lege textbooks often read as 
though such processes and functions of engagement were an established 
fact . She suggests that the belief about engagement i s based, at least 
in part, on traditionalism and casual obse rvances of what people seem to 
do in engagement. She goes on to say that at the time of her research, 
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no attempt had been made to verify the engagement processes typical of 
college students and that her study was focused upon empi r i cal 
ass essment of the major assumptions made about engagement. 
In trying to define what is meant by engagement, the couples were 
asked to identify what event constituted the beginning of the 
engagement . Thirty-nine percent of the coup les defined engagement as an 
informal agreement, as when they first seriously conside red getting 
married someday. It is not reported whether such considerations were 
simultaneously held by the couple and if they had discussed it verbal ly. 
Twenty-one percent indicated that the marr i age propos a 1 had i ni ti a ted 
the engagement. Twenty-six percent of the respondents reported that 
getting and accepting the ring constituted en ga gement. Hicks (1970) 
suggests that the giving of the ring may, in fact, be a different type 
of engagement that is more formal because a ring publicly symbolizes the 
commitment to marry. She refers to this publicly symbolized commitment 
to marry as a formal engagement and includes a verbal proposal or a 
cons ide rat i on towards marriage as an informal engagement. Though she 
recognized that such delineat i ons of engagement may, in fdct, be stages 
of engagement rather than two separate types, Hicks asserts that her 
data indi cate that two different types of engagement exist based on 
formal or informal commitment towards marriage. 
In trying to assess the functions of engagement, Hicks found that 
68%. of the husbands and 72 % of the wives be 1 i eve that making genera 1 
plans for the future was the major purpose of the engagement. However, 
through further analysis it was found that 80% of those reporting that 
their engagement was informal identified making generdl plans for the 
future as the major purpose of their engagement , while only 50% of those 
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repo rting formal engagements be lieved that their engagement served this 
purpose . The ot her poss ible answers as to the purpose of eng agement 
were that it was to make specific plans for the wedding and the 
honeymoon . Ap parently the other respondents believed that this latter 
purpose was the function of their engagement. A caution to the reader 
i s that the respondents in Hicks' study (1970) were answering questions 
retrospect i ve ly, and the possibility exists that the fact that the 
re spondents had already experienced marr iage may have influenced their 
perceptions as to the function engagement served for them. 
Hicks found that personality testing and exploration seemed to be a 
functi on of the courtship process preceding the engagement, but the 
results also strong l y suggested that problem solving and role rehearsal 
by tile co uples increased during tile engagement period. Hicks cautions 
the reader, however, that no ev idence was found lin king problem solv ing 
and role rehearsal in engagement with early ma rital adjustment. 
Hicks (1970) concludes that after becoming engaged, couples dre 
more secure, they focus more on the future, they are treated more like 
fami l y members, they are more intimate, they are treated more like a 
couple , they understand each other more easily , and the parental rules 
governing their behavior are more permissive. The author suggests that 
textbook authors are generally correct in their assumptions about there 
being different types of engagement and that role rehearsal and problem 
solving are the major tasks of engagement. 
It is important that the reader be made aware that due to the 
forced choices given the respondents by Hicks for the purposes of 
engagement, it may very well be that respondents chose one of the two 
responses a ll owed when, in fact, another response may have been more 
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accurate. Furthermore, though role rehearsal and problem solving were 
reported as major specific tasks of engagement, one wonders if these are 
the only tasks of engagement. Hicks suggests that her findin gs are 
tentative and cannot be generalized beyond her samp le . Her study does 
provide a foundation for the need to further study the functions and 
processes of engagement. 
The information, hypotheses, and assumpt ions that have been amassed 
over the years concern ing engagement are s igni ficant. As the reader 
reviews this comp ila tion of literature, numerous quest ions are i ni t i ated 
that should be empirically stated and tested and that would help one to 
better understand this stage of the mate-se lection process that has been 
taken for granted for so many years . However, there apparently has been 
li tt l e follow -u p in vest i gat i on conducted on these studies in the past , 
and this lack of follow-up and rep li cation has led to informat i on that 
is outdated and tentative at best. 
America has experienced "a great change in the values and 1 i vi ng 
patterns of the young" (Be ll & Co ughey , 1980 , p. 353) that began in the 
1960s, and it has led to a modification of many of the values held 
prev iou s ly by individuals and couples. Very little research concerning 
engagement has been conducted s i nce these tremendous shifts in ideals 
and values , an d it is very likel y that information gathered in the past 
abo ut engagement and its processes and func t ions may be inaccurate and 
not reflective of current practices. There is a need t o condu ct current 
research on the engagement process and to prov ide more emp i r i cal ly 
detailed follow - up research. 
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There has been one longitudinal study (Burgess & Wallin, 1953) that 
has been conducted on engagement, and it was done many years ago. More 
recent studies have either used a retrospective approach to gathering 
information about engagement from marital couples or have dealt with 
engaged couples themselves, which runs the risk of idealization on the 
part of the participants. There is a present need for research that 
controls for the inherent weaknesses of such studies through continued 
use of the longitudinal study or a panel-type study. 
There is a vast amo unt of research that has focused on premarital 
sexua l behavior. Studies have looked at the percentages of engaged 
couples who have been involved in sexual activity, but there has been 
virtually no research that has explored the engaged couple's feelings 
regard ing their premarital sexual behavior since the study by Burgess 
and Wallin (1953). Does engagement sti ll legitimize engaged couples 
becoming sexua lly involved, or does this permission now come for the 
couple during the dating relationship? How do relig ion, degree of 
commitment towards each other and marriage, and development of 
commun i cation skills affect an engaged couple's premarital sexual 
behavior? 
There is a need to determine whether ceremonial customs 
traditionally associated with engagement are still important today. The 
most recent work dealing with this type of information was published in 
1964. Questions regarding what rituals are being practiced today that 
have been practiced in previous years and what purposes such rituals do 
serve today's couples still need to be answered. Is it traditionalism 
that keeps such customs from fading away, or do they se rve a functional 
purpose ? 
34 
The importance of communication and the complexity of it in 
interpers onal relationships has been increasingly recognized in recent 
yea rs. Though several stud ies have attempted to identify t a sks 
associated with the engagement process, including role rehearsal, 
problem-solving skills, and handling disagreements, current research is 
needed that identifies topics of communicatiun that are addressed by 
engaged couples as well as topics that are avoided. Questions have been 
raised conce rning the capability of the engagement process to handle 
certa in amounts of disagreement depending upon the level of commitment 
felt by the couple for each other. It has also been asked whether 
faci li tat ive communication forms actually develop during the 
engagement period or whether such skills are brought into the engagement 
relations hip. The results uf the studies posing such questions have not 
been able to provide substantial evidence that answer such questions, 
and the need for further research i s evident. 
Much of the research suggests that engagement is a testing periud 
of the commitment and compatibility uf the couple, and selective 
research findings and cas ual observance suggest that many couples use 
the engagement period as a means of planning for the wedding and the 
first few months of marriage. Knowing the present functions and 
purposes served by the engagement period would be of great utility to 
parents, counselors, and educators who help to facilitate the 
preparation of young people for adulthood and marriage, as well as being 
important to the young people themselves, who have to make so many 
decisions that play a vital role in their future success and happines s . 
Much more information is needed to accurate 1 y identify the present 
engagement process. Data dealing with attitudes and practices of 
35 
ind iv iduals and couples are of great benefit in helping one to 
understand the functions and processes of engagement. It was in this 
context that the study focused on measuring the attitudes and practices 
that individua l s and couples have concerning the engagement period, 
including its functions and purposes, as well as to identify the forms , 
symbols, and practices that are seen by such people as being important 
to the engagement process. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
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The purpose of this study was to identify the attitudes toward 
engagement held by a variety of individuals who are presently students 
on a university campus. Comparisons of the attitudes of these 
individuals were made in order to provide an examination of the 
differences and similarities that exist among a wide spectrum of 
individuals in Amer ica with regard to the engagement process. 
Demographic information was collected to use in the analysis of the 
att itudes of these different groups. Attitudes concerning the functions 
and purposes engagement serves for coup les were also examined. 
Furthern1ore, behaviors, forms, and symbols that are expressed by the 
part ici pants to be important and integral to the engagement process were 
identif ied. 
To fulfill the objectives of this study, a sample of individuals 
was drawn from a student population during spring quarter 1986 at Utah 
State Univers ity, Logan, Utah. Participants were drawn from classes 
that filled general education requirements and which were atte11ded by 
the majority of co llege student s regardless of their majors or areas of 
academic interests. The in vest igator went to a number of different 
general education classes and included al l those willing to participate 
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voluntarily in the research. Selection of classes cont inued unti 1 a 
suffi ci ent sample size of over 400 was at tdined. 
Instrument 
Each of the participants was given a questionnaire that was 
completed in the classroom setting . The instrument included items from 
the Burgess and Wallin (1953 ) engagement success inventory; Reiss' 
(1967) male and female premarital sexual permissiveness scales; an 
attitude Likert-type scale; questions se lected from a previous pilot 
study; an extensive number of demographic quest i ons; and open-ended 
questions focus i ng on meanings of terms, functions and processes, 
experience, and history of the individual as related to the process of 
engagement. 
The Burgess and Wa 11 in ( 1953) engagement success inv entory was 
developed as a parallel to the Burgess-Cottre ll marital aajustrnent 
scale. It was determined that selected questions from this maritd l 
adjustment scale were applicable in the context of engagement . No 
measures of valid ity were reported on the engagement success inventory, 
but the Burgess-Cottrell scale has withstood the practical tests of 
val idat i on. The composite index of which the Burgess-Cottrell scale is 
constructed has been a relatively satisfactory instru ment in 
differentiating between successfu l and unsuccessful marriages. It has 
als o been found to be applicable to widely different economic and soc ial 
classes, to various education levels, and to different races and 
cultura l backgrounds . Burgess and Wall in assumed, therefore, that the 
engagement success inventory would, in like manner, be a valid 
instrument. This author assumed that since there has been no other 
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scale devel oped which measures engagement success, selected parts of 
this instrument were sufficiently val id f or this particular study. 
Re i ss' (1967) male and fema l e premarital permissiveness sca le s show 
a coefficient of reproducibility of about 0.95, a coeffic ie nt of 
sca lability of about 0.85, a minimal marg inal reproduc ibility of about 
0.75 , and a percent pure scale type of about 0.55. The results are high 
in compar ison with other Guttman -type scales. The 12-item Guttman -type 
sca le was formed withuut having to comb ine any yuestions or drop any 
questions and , together with such high scores in reproducibility and 
sca lability , lends support to the va lidity of these scales. Reliability 
is not an issue with the Guttman scales s ince the items have a singular 
rnean i ng to the respondent s that evokes the same response every time it 
is administered. 
Selected questions from a pilot study on engagement were also used . 
The pilot study was conducted using a university class that filled a 
general education requirement for the university, and the group of 
students used in the pilot study was comparable to that used in the 
current study. 
A major section of the research instrument contained items dealing 
with demographic information, history taking, and behavior that relates 
to dating, engagement, and recent ma r i ta 1 percept i ons of engagement. 
The various parts of the instrument were reviewed by experts for face 
and content val idity, and modification took place as a result of 
reviews, assessment, and pretesting. 
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Procedure 
Aft e r t he general education classes had been identified, a request 
wa s made of the instructors in the classes to allow their students to 
have the opportunity to participate in the study. The instructors were 
advised as to the nature and purpose of the study, as well as being 
assured that students could decline to participate in the study. The 
instructors and students were assured that anonymity and conf identiality 
would be upheld. 
After obtaining permission from the instructors to enter the 
classroom, the investigator entered each class, explained the purpose of 
the study and the issues of anonymity and confidentiality assoc i ated 
with participation, and asked for volunteers to participate .in the 
study. 
Following the completion of the instrument by the participants , the 
instrument was returned to the investigator. The students were thanked 
for the ir participation and told that a copy of the entire study would 
be made ava ilable in the Department of Family and Human Development for 
those interested in the eventual find ing s of the study. 
Analysis 
The data were collected by the investigator. The primary goal in 
the analys i s was to describe the attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors 
of t he respondents as they re 1 a ted to the functions, purposes, and 
practices of the engagement period. Descr iptive statistical measures, 
including frequencies, mean, mode, and median, were employed to portray 
the attitudes and perceptions concerning engagement, as well as to 
40 
identify the behaviors and customs that are believed by the respondents 
to be characteristic of engagement . 
The inferential statistical measurement of factor analysis was 
employed, and a rotated-factor matr ix was developed to ascertain if any 
factor loadings would surface that would identify characteristics 
describ ing the processes, definitions, and functions of engagement. In 
addition , cross - tabulations of specific descriptive data with respo nses 
concern ing the engagement period were der i ved to more clearly identi fy 
the beliefs of the respondents concerning engagement . 
CHAPTER IV 
RES ULTS AND DISCUSSION 
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Characteristics of the Sample 
The general purpose of this research has been to assess current 
attitudes and practices in regard to engagement among college students. 
To deal with this general purpose, data were collected from a samp l e of 
currently enrolled university students and included 160 ma l es and 304 
females for a t otal sample of 464. The females comprised the majority 
of the sample a t approximately 65%. All of the respondents were 
Caucasian except for one Bl ack, one Native American, two Hispanics, and 
three Or i entals. 
The respondents in the sample ranged from 18 to 49 years of age , 
with a mean age of 19.7. Over half the sample (56 . 1%) was 20 years of 
age and under. Table 1 shows a distribution of the sample by age and 
gender when categorizing the ages into two groups: 20 years of age and 
under and 21 years of age and older. The education level of the 
respondents ranged from col l ege freshmen to graduate stude nts . Tab l e 2 
shows a distr i but i on of t he respondents by edu cat i on level. A l itt l e 
over 50% of the ent ire sample was made up of f reshmen, and 75.5% of t he 
sample was made up of freshmen and sophomores combined . 
The respondents were asked where they had l i ved for the l argest 
portion of the i r lives. 
within the state of Utah . 
Seventy-one percent of t he samp l e came from 
Of the total sample, approx imate ly 41 % came 
from a population of 10,000 or less and approx imately 59% came from 
popu l ations over 10,000. Nearly 84% of the respondents stated their 
Table 1 
Profile of Sample by Age and Gender 
Gender 
Age 
Male Female 
20 and under 59 ( 12 .8%) 199 (43.3%) 
21 and over 99 (21.5%) 103 (22.4%) 
Total 158 (34 .3%) 302 (65 . 7%) 
Table 2 
Dist ri bution of Sample b,Y: Educat i on Leve l 
Educat i on l evel No. 
Freshman 224 
Sop homore 111 
Junior 65 
Senior 33 
Graduate 11 
Total 444 
42 
Total 
258 (56.1 %) 
202 ( 43.9%) 
460 (100.0%) 
% 
50 .5 
25.0 
14. 6 
7.4 
2.5 
100.0 
43 
religious preference as the Ch urch of Jesus Chr ist of Latter-Day Saints 
(Mormons). Approximately 6% of the sample indicated their religious 
preference as Catholic, 4% as Protestant, and a little over 4% indicated 
no religious affil i ation. Table 3 shows a distribution of religious 
affiliation by religious activity among the religions represented in the 
sample, as described by the re spondents. Two-thirds of the 463 
participants categorized the ir church attendance as weekly. On ly 21.4% 
of the sample attended their church service less than once a mo nth. 
Each respondent indicated his/her present heterosexual relationship 
status. Seventy-two (15.6%) of the respondents were presently married, 
and 390 (84.1%) were single at the time of the data collection. The 
average length of marriage for married re spondents was approximately 5.5 
years. However, the mode length of marriage was 11 months, with 50% 
being married less than 28 months. Both groups of marrieds and singles 
were categorized according to their present relationship status and 
present level of involvement with members of the opposite sex, as shown 
in Tables 4 and 5. The largest group of single participants was those 
who described themselves as frequently dating {34.1 %). The next largest 
group of presently single was those who were steady dating 
{approximately 24%). Sl ightly more than 22% of the singles categorized 
themselves as seldom or never dating. The remain ing 20.2% of the s ingl e 
sample was made up of those with an informal understanding to be married 
or those who were formally engaged, as determined by the participant's 
own definition of engagement . A distribution of the respondents' 
cu rren t re lationship status with members of t he opposite sex by gender 
is shown in Tables 6 and 7. 
Table 3 
Relig ious Affiliation and Religious Activity of the Samp le 
Religious 
affi 1 iation 
Mormon 
Al l others 
Total 
Attend 
once/week 
297 (64.1 %) 
11 (2.4%) 
308 (66.5%) 
Religi ous activity 
Attend 
Attend Attend less than Se ldom Never 
twice/month once/month once/month d ttend attend 
32 (6.9%) 8 (1.7 %) 14 (3.0%) 32 (6.9%) 4 (.9%) 
10 (2.2%) 6 (1.3%) 5 (1.1 %) 25 (5.4%) 19 (4.1 %) 
42 (9.1 %) 14 (3.0%) 19 (4.1 %) 57 (12.3%) 23 (5.0%) 
Total 
387 (83.6%) 
76 (16.4%) 
463 (100.0 %) 
.., 
.., 
Table 4 
Relationship Status of Married Respondents 
Maritctl relationship status 
Never divorced 
Separated 
Divorced and remarried 
Total 
No. 
67 
4 
72 
45 
% 
93.0 
1.4 
5. 6 
100 . 0 
Fourteen and one-half percent of the single men reported being 
formally engaged , with approximately 10% of the single women reporting 
the same engaged status . Ei ghteen percent of t he 160 males in the 
sample reported being currently married , and 14.2% of the females 
reported the same. Higher percentages of men than women reported being 
steady daters, while a hi gher percentage of women were never or se l dom 
daters or had informal understandings to be marr ied. It appears that 
the si ngl e females had a greater tendency to e i ther have little dat ing 
i nteraction or quite hig h levels of i nteract i on. 
rna l es seemed to be represented fa irl y equally 
relat i onship catego ri es. 
In compar i son, the 
among a ll of the 
The two largest groups of respondents were those who categor iz ed 
t hemse l ves as frequent or s teady daters. The group of daters who 
cons idered themselves to never or seldom date was t he smallest. This 
may be due to respondents not wanting to be "labeled" as someone not 
frequent 1 y dating. HoV~ever, the number of respondents who did 
categorize themselves as never or seldom daters is sufficiently large to 
Tdble 5 
Heterosexual Relationship Status of Sing le Respondents 
Heterosexual relationship 
Single status 
Single, never engdged previously 
Single, engaged previously 
Single, divorced previously 
Total 
Never or 
seldom 
date 
72 
11 
86 (22.1%) 
Frequent 
dating 
123 
8 
2 
133 (34.1% ) 
Informal 
Steady understanding 
dating to be married 
82 30 
7 4 
3 2 
92 (23.6%) 36 (9.2%) 
Formally 
engaged 
31 
11 
1 
43 (11.0%} 
Total 
338 (86.7%) 
33 (8.4%} 
19 (4.9%} 
390 (100.0 %} 
..,. 
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Table 6 
Di st ribution of Respondents by Gender and Hete rosexual Relationship 
Heterosexual rel at i ons hip 
Gender Never or 
se ldom Frequent Steady In forma 1 
date dating dating understand ing 
Male 22 48 33 9 
Femal e 64 85 59 27 
Total 86 (18.6%) 133 (28 . 7%) 92 (19.9%) 36 ( 7 . 8%) 
Formally Currently 
engaged marr i ed 
19 29 
25 43 
44 (9 .5 %) 72 (15.5 %) 
Tota l 
160 (34.6%) 
303 (65.4%) 
463 (100.0%) 
_, 
..__, 
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Table 7 
Di st ributi on of Single Res ~ond ent s b.)' Heterosexual Relati o n s hi~ and 
Gender 
Heterosexual relationship Fema 1 e Male Total 
Never or seldom date 64 (24.6 %) 22 (16.8%) 86 
Frequent date 85 (32 . 7%) 48 (36.6%) 133 
Steady date 59 (22.7 %) 33 (25.2 %) 92 
In forma 1 understanding 27 (10.4%) 9 (6.9%) 36 
Formall y engaged 25 (9. 6%) 19 (14.5%) 44 
Total 260 (100.0%) 131 (100.0 %) 391 (100.0%) 
allow one to make useful comparisons with the other groups in regard to 
att itudes regarding engagement. 
Findings From the Sam~le 
All respondents were asked t o give their definition of engagement 
and changes they thought should be made in an engagement by answer ing 
open -ended questions. When more than one response was given conce rnin g 
the definiti on of engagement or changes to be made in engagement, only 
the first response was coded for the ana l ysis. The four most common 
definitions given for engagement were a commitment to be married, a 
preparation f or marri age , a period to become better acquai nted with 
their partner, and a testing period. Table 8 shows a distribution of 
the engagement definitions given by the entire sample. When comparing 
the respondents' definitions of engagement, it was found that the 
Table 8 
Definitions of Engagement by the Entire Sample 
Engagement definition 
Commitment to be married 
Preparation for marriage 
Period of time to get to know partner 
Test i ng period 
Waiting period befo re marr i age 
A step before marriage 
Custom of announc ing in tent i on to marry 
In formal commitment 
Solemn (total) commitment 
Intent to marry 
Other 
Total 
No. 
114 
88 
52 
48 
32 
14 
13 
12 
ll 
10 
42 
436 
49 
% 
26.1 
20.2 
11.9 
11. 0 
7. 3 
3.2 
3.0 
2.8 
2. 5 
2.3 
9.7 
100 .0 
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definition of engagement as a connitment to be married and engagement as 
a preparat i on pe riod for future marriage were the two most common 
responses given by respondents, even when they were divided into groups 
according to relationship status. (See Tables 9-13.) When the 
definitions of engagement were compared by religion, commitment to be 
marr ied was aga in the most common definition given by both Mormon and 
non -Mormon respondents. (See Table 14.) These two definitions of 
engagement given by the respondents seem to substantiate the premise 
that engagement is a stage of commitment- -commitment that has progressed 
to the engagement level during the process of dyad ic formation and which 
leads toward a final commitment found in marriage. 
Only 11% of the entire sample considered engagement to be a testing 
period (see Table 8), with most other respondents indicating engagement 
as some sort of a commitment toward marriage. A comparison of the data 
in Tables 9-13 shows t hat those individuals ever-experiencing an 
engagement (155) had a higher frequency of their sample group consider 
the definiti on of engagement as a preparation for marriage rather than 
as a testing per i od for the relationship than did the never-engaged 
( 306 ) sample group. These findings would indicate that engagement is 
seen by college students more as a culminat ion period for dyadic 
format ion prior to marr iage rather than another level in the mate-
selection process. Indications seem to be that the mate - selection 
pracess, or the testing for compat ibi lity process, is perceived by most 
co llege students as being somewhat camp l eted by the time engagement 
begins. 
through 
Engagement is an eve nt that finalizes the marriage decisi on 
preparat ion for the wedding ceremony and by a formalized 
commitment to become a recognized socia l unit. 
Table 9 
Defi nitions of Engagement by Subjects of Married Status 
Engagement definition 
Commitment 
Preparation for marr i age 
Testing period 
Gett ing to know each other 
Anno un cing the marriage 
A waiting period before marriage 
The intent to rna rry 
To f unct ion as a couple 
Other 
Tota l 
~larried, never 
divorced 
11 
18 
6 
11 
3 
5 
2 
9 
65 
~larried status 
Married but Marri ed, divorced, Total 
separa ted and remarried 
12 
20 
6 
11 
3 
5 
2 
1 
9 
3 69 
--
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Table 10 
Definitions of Engagement by Singl e , Never-Engaged Status 
Single, never-engaged status 
Engdgement definition Never or Frequent Steady Informa l understa nding Total 
se ldom date dating dating to be married 
Commitment 22 33 21 7 83 
Prepardtion for marriage 11 14 13 5 43 
Getting to know each other 9 15 7 3 34 
Testing period 8 14 6 3 31 
A waiting period 5 10 9 1 25 
A s tep before marriage 2 5 5 1 13 
Informal commitment 3 4 2 1 10 
Announcing the marriage 3 1 4 1 9 
The intent to marry -- 4 3 1 8 
Restriction of social activities 2 4 
Ring exchange -- 3 2 1 6 
Being totally committed 1 2 2 1 6 
"' N 
Engagement definition Never or 
seldom date 
·Othe r 1 
Total 67 
Single , never-engaged status 
Frequent Steady Informa l understdnding 
dat i ng dating to be married 
7 2 2 
116 77 27 
Totd l 
12 
287 
en 
w 
Table 11 
Definitions of Engagement by Single but Previously Engaged Status 
Engagement definition 
Commitment 
Preparation for marriage 
Testing per iod 
Getting to know each other 
Other 
Total 
Never or 
se ldom date 
3 
Single but previously engaged status 
Frequent 
dating 
4 
2 
8 
Steddy 
dating 
4 
2 
Informal understanding 
to be married 
2 
2 
4 
Tutdl 
9 
4 
2 
6 
22 
'-" ..,. 
Table 12 
Definitions of Engagement by Subjects who are Divorced and Currently Single 
Divorced, s ingle s tatus 
Engagement definition Never or Freyuent Steady Informal understanding 
seldom date dctting dating to be married 
Commitment 2 1 2 
Preparation for marriage 2 1 
Testing period 
Getting to know each other 2 
Ring exc hange 
Announcing the marriage 
Total 8 2 1 2 
Total 
5 
3 
13 
V"> 
V"> 
Table 13 
Definitions of Engagement by Subjects who are Currently Engaged 
Engagement definition 
Connni tment 
Preparation for marr i age 
Testing period 
Getting to know each other 
A waiting period 
Planning future goals 
Being totally conrnitted 
Accepting responsibi l ity 
Total 
Not previously engaged 
but now currently 
engaged 
3 
14 
3 
3 
2 
2 
28 
Currently engaged 
Previou;ly engaged and 
now currently engaged 
again 
2 
3 
3 
2 
11 
Divorced and now 
currently engaged 
Tuta 1 
5 
18 
6 
3 
2 
4 
40 
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Table 14 
Definitions of Engagement by Rel igi on 
Engagement definition 
Commitment to be married 
Preparation for marriage 
Period of time to get to know partner 
Testing period 
Waiting period before marriage 
A step before marriage 
Custom of announcing intention to marry 
Informal commitment 
So lemn ( tota 1 commitment) 
Intent to marry 
Other 
Total 
57 
Total 
114 (26.1%) 
88 {20.2%) 
52 (11.9%) 
48 (11.0%) 
32 {7 .3%) 
14 (3.2%) 
13 (3.0%) 
12 (2.8%) 
11 (2.5%) 
10 (2.3%) 
42 {9.8%) 
436 (100.0%) 
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All of the respondent categories dealing with relati onship s t a tus 
were f ound to have these two definiti ons, conlni tment t o be married and 
prepara t i on 
enga gement. 
for marriage, eithe r as first or second in defining 
When categorizing the definitions of e11gagement by gender, 
both males and females 1 is ted commitment to be married as the most 
frequent definition of engagement. Preparation for marriage was again 
the se cond mos t frequently given definition by both males and females. 
When asked what changes should be made in the engagement experience 
in America, a wide variety of suggestions was given. Approximately 12% 
of the entire sample suggested that better communication take place 
between partners (see Table 15) . Nearly 18% stated that the length of 
engagement should be altered--well over half of those respondents 
asserting that the length of engagement should be shortened . However, 
when the suggested changes to be made in engagement were cross-tabulated 
with religious affiliation, it was found that 12.5% of non-Mormon 
respondents felt that the length of engagement should be made longer. 
Only 5% of the Mormon respondents indicated this same belief. Many of 
the suggestions {approximately 80%) dealt wi th the interact i ons of the 
engaged couple themselves versus suggestions concerning societal or 
other outside i nf l uences. Such findings seem to ind i cate the 
conceptualizations purpo r ted by Lew i s (1972) concerning couple ident i ty 
formation . Though approximately 11% of the respondents wanted s horter 
engagements (see Table 15), reported changes for the engagement process 
dealt mainly with the functions of the couple as a unit with less 
involvement from outside influences. These find i ngs seem to be 
indicative of individuals desiring to be engaged as a unique stage 
between the mate-selection process and marriage, where couples are able 
Table 15 
Recommended Chctnges in Regard to the Engagement Process 
Changes to be made in engagement 
Better communication 
Shorter t i me 
More development of the relationship 
More time spent together 
Longer time 
Simplify wedding preparations 
Living together first 
Reducin g outside involvement by ot hers 
Experience more variety of activ iti es together 
More family support 
Make better plans for future 
Increased coup le invol vement for wedding plans 
Less time spent together 
More organization dur ing engagement 
Less societal pressure 
Tota l 
No. 
33 
30 
26 
20 
18 
17 
12 
11 
10 
9 
8 
54 
269 
59 
% 
12.3 
11.2 
9.7 
7.4 
6.7 
6.3 
4.5 
4.1 
3. 7 
3.3 
3.0 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
20.0 
100.0 
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to separate themselves from others in order to work together and 
experience situations together as a s ingl e unit rather than as two 
independent individuals. This phenomenon has also been identified by 
Kerckhoff and Bean (1967). 
Four and one -half percent of the total sample suggested living 
together as a change that would make the engagement experience better. 
When asked if engagement was different from going steady and different 
than living together, the majority of the respondent s in the sample 
answered yes to both. Ninety percent responded that being engaged was 
different from going steady, and 92% believed that engagement was 
different than living together. The data indicate that respondents look 
at engagement as a specifical l y exclusive stage or period, and whereas 
the majority of respondents either have participated in an engagement or 
desire to participate in suc h, i t is clea r that engagement is believed 
to play an important part in the dyadic development cycle . There is 
a l so an i ndicat i on that the modern lifestyle practice of living together 
has not eliminated the need for an engagement period. When the total 
sample was asked to respond to the L ikert-type scale item stating that 
"liv i ng together before marriage is a more useful experience than is 
being engaged," 76% disagreed with the statement and 50% disagreed 
strong ly. On ly 7.6% strongly agreed that living together would be more 
useful than engagement. Though the sample consisted of nea rly 84% whu 
listed their religious preference as Mormon, no t·1ormon respondents 
listed li ving together as a suggest i on. All recommendations for living 
together as part of engagement were made by participant s listing their 
religious preference as Catho lic or Prates tant, and exactly twice as 
many Protestants suggested living toge th er as those of the Catholic 
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faith. Only Catholic respondents suggested changes in engagement to 
include no sexual restrictions. 
Respondents indicated what they believed to be an appropriate 
length of time for the enga gement period. Though the answers var ied 
from 2 to 36 months , the average length of time suggested was 
ap proximately 5.5 months, with the mode being 4 months (see Table 16). 
Table 17 shows that the mode suggested length of engagement for Mormon 
respondents was three months , and the mode for non-Mormon respondents 
was si x months. A comparison of the recommended length of engagement 
with an ti cipated le ngth of engagement by those who were currently 
engaged and actual length of engagement experience by those who were 
married is shown in Table 18. The suggested average length of 
engagement by the total sample (5.63 months) is nearly identical to the 
actua l average length of engagement (5.85 months) experienced by those 
currently married. 
Ever-engaged respondents were asked how 1 ong they had known their 
engagement partner before they had become engaged . It is an assumption 
that t he length of time a couple knows each other prior to engagement 
would affect the type of relationship existing during the engagement 
period . Though the mean number of months coup les knew each other pr i or 
to engagement in this study was 27 months, this figure is somewhat 
deceptive cons idering that severa 1 peop 1 e had known their engagement 
partner a 11 of their 1 i ves. The mode 1 ength of time was four months, 
with just as many couples know ing each other one year prior to becoming 
engaged. When the number of months ever-engaged respondents had known 
the ir engagement partner was cross -tabul ated by gender, the mode number 
of months ever-engaged fema 1 es kr.e1-1 their partner prior to engagement 
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Table 16 
Ideal Sug~ested Length of Engagement bz: the Sam~le 
Suggested length of engagement No. % 
4 months 103 22.9 
3 months 102 22.6 
6 months 94 20.8 
5 months 58 12.9 
12 months 35 7.8 
2 months 18 4.0 
8 months 9 2.0 
24 months 8 1. 8 
9 months 1.6 
7 months 1.6 
10 months 3 .7 
11 months 3 .7 
18 months 2 .4 
36 months .2 
Tota 1 450 100.0 
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Table l7 
Ideal Suggested Length of Enga~ement b.)' Rel igi on 
Re ligi on 
Suggested length of engagement Total 
Mormon Non -Mormon 
3 months 96 6 102 
4 months 95 8 103 
6 months 72 22 94 
5 months 56 2 58 
2 mo nths 18 18 
12 months 16 19 35 
months 
6 months 6 3 9 
9 months 4 3 
24 months 3 5 8 
11 months 2 3 
10 months 2 2 
18 months 2 
1 month 
36 months 
Total 381 (84 .7%) 69 {15.3%) 450 (100.0%) 
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Table 18 
Comparison of Suggested , Anticipated, and Actual Lengths of Engagement 
Engayement length 
Sug ges ted length of engagement 
(to tal samp le ) 
Antic ipated l ength of engagement 
(those currentl y enyaged) 
Actua l length of engagement 
(those now married) 
Mean Mo de 
5.63 months 4 munths 
4.96 months 6 months 
5.85 months 3 months 
wa s identical to t he responses given by the entire sample--4 months and 
12 months. The mode for ever-engaged males was six months . The range 
of months known and the freq uencies of responses are listed in Table 19 . 
One of the most important questi ons inherent in this research was 
why most people become engaged. In answering this question, 21.4% of 
t he 257 never-engaged respondents reported that tradition was the main 
reason peop le became engaged . Another 20.2% believed that people became 
engaged to help prepare for marriage. On ly 13.7% thought that 
engagement served to test the relationsh ip between engaged partners. On 
the othe r hand, when the 128 who had experienced an engagement 
(ever -engaged) were asked the same question, almost one-third (32.8%) 
said they became engaged because they were in l ove. Approximately 23% 
of the responden ts i nd i cated that they became engaged because they 
wanted t o be marr ied, and 11.7% became engaged because they enjoyed each 
other's companionship. Only 1.6% of the ever-engaged said they became 
engaged beca use of tradition; 5.5% said they became engaged to help them 
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Table 19 
Length of Time Coue l es Knew Partner Prior to Engagement 
Number of months known prior to engagement No. % 
4 months 16 11.6 
12 months 16 11.6 
6 months 13 9.4 
36 months 9 6.5 
month 8 5.8 
2 months 8 5.8 
60 months 8 5.8 
months 5.1 
5 months 5. 1 
18 months 5.1 
9 months 4 2.9 
48 months 4 2.9 
72 months 4 2. 9 
8 months 3 2. 2 
24 months 3 2. 2 
10 months 2 1.4 
30 months 2 1.4 
42 months 2 1.4 
Other 15 10.9 
Total 138 100 .0 
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prepare f o r marriage, and 2.3% said they were engaged to test the 
relation ship. A compari s on of these responses is shown in Table 20. 
These findings seem to indicate engagement as a logical step o r 
trans it ion per i ad towards rna rri age. Though one-fifth of the never-
engaged sample believed that people became engaged because of tradition, 
approximately the same portion reported that engagement helped couples 
prepare for marriage. The idea of engagement as a transitional phase or 
stage becomes more significant when recognizing that only 1.6% of ever-
engaged thought they had become engaged for the sake of tradition. In 
fact, only 5.8% of the total sample strongly agreed with the Likert-type 
scale item that "engagement is primarily for tradition and sentiment." 
Approximately one out of four respondents expressed strong or medium 
agreement with the idea that engagement i s pr i marily for tradition. 
Attitudes concerning the reason people become engaged may very well be 
dependent upon the stage of dyadic formation in which a person is 
currently inv olved. For those who are closer to the more permanent 
rna rri age phase of the life eye l e, engagement is seen as being tied to 
love, marriage, and companionship, ur the desire to be married. For 
those still in the more casual dating phase of dyadic formation, 
engagement has a tendency to be associated a little more towards non-
compan i onship reasons s uch as tradition, preparation, and testing. 
In connection with t he question of why people become engaged, 
respondents were asked what takes pl ace to cause two people to consider 
themselves engaged. Just over 52% of those ever-engaged stated that it 
was the proposal of marriage that caused them to consider t hemse l ves 
engaged. Approx i rna tel y 42% of those never - engaged expressed the same 
answer. Approx imatel y 24% of ever-engaged and 18.8% of never-engaged 
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Table 20 
Comparison of Reasons Given for Engagement by Never- Engaged and Ever-
Engaged 
Reasons for engagement 
Tradition 
Prepare for marriage 
Test the relationship 
Love 
To notify others 
Plan for the wedding 
Get to know each other better 
Social expectations 
Important step in marriage process 
Commitment 
Transitional period 
Proper thing to do 
To restrict partner's social life 
Insure security in the relationship 
Sex 
A proposal was made 
Wanted to be married 
Companionship 
Timing was right 
Liked the person 
Right for each other 
Total 
Never-engaged 
55 (21.4%) 
52 (20.2%) 
35 (13.7%) 
20 {7.8%) 
17 (6.6%) 
16 (6.2%) 
15 (5.8%) 
10 (3.9%) 
8 (3.1%) 
8 (3.1%) 
2 
(2.7%) 
(2.7%) 
( 1.2%) 
( .8%) 
( . 4%) 
( .4%) 
257 (100.0%) 
Ever-engaged 
2 (1.6%) 
(5.5%) 
3 (2.3%) 
42 (32 .8%) 
4 (3.1%) 
( 1.6%) 
(3.9%) 
{1.6%) 
4 (3.1%) 
4 {3 .1%) 
30 (23.4%) 
15 (11. 7%) 
4 (3 .1%) 
2 ( 1.6%) 
( 1.6%) 
131 ( 100.0%) 
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said t he exch ange of a rin g was what takes place to cau se couples t o 
conside r t hemse lves engaged. Table 21 shows a comparison of responses 
gi ven by both groups. In addition, Table 22 shows a comparison of 
re sponses given by never-engaged individuals according to religion. 
When Mormon and non-Mormon responses were compared, both groups 
indicated the proposal of marriage as 
individuals to consider themselves engaged. 
the main behav ior causing 
Behav iorally, 85% of those 
actually experiencing an engagement did exchange an engagement ring and, 
of those who did , approximately 97 % exchanged a diamond ring. 
The responses listed in Table 21 are support i ve of Rapoport's views 
(lg64 ) that marriage is still treated as a ritual with ceremon ial 
customs . Seventy-seven percent of the tota l sample agreed that the 
engagement ring is a symbol of t he coup le's love, and near ly 70% 
bel i eved that a diamond ring helped mctke the engagement a better 
experience . Not only does the engagement apparently symbol ize l ove, but 
i t would also appear that the r i ng itself may serve an important part in 
dyadic formation. Almost 90% of the total samp le indi cated that the 
engagement ring lets all peop le know that a girl i s spoken for and no 
l onger avai l ab le on the "marriage ma rket." This symbol, or custom of 
givi ng a r ing, apparently serves as a means of promoting a transition 
for a couple from many social interactions and situati ons to mo re 
private or exclusive dyadic i nteraction and development . Approximately 
73%. of the total samp le noted that a pe rson is no l onger on the 
"marriage market " once he/ she becomes engaged, with over 50% express ing 
med ium or strong ag reement with this sta tement. 
A custom that for many years has been conside red outdated is the 
idea of receiving "permission" from the bride' s parents to marry her. 
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Tabl e 21 
Compari so n of Behavi or That Causes Individuals to Consider Themselves 
~ 
Engagement behavior Never-engaged Ever-engaged 
Proposal of marriage 111 (41.7 %) 67 {52.3%) 
Exchange of ring 50 (18.8%) 31 (24 . 2%) 
Love - expression of 41 {15.4%) 3 (2.3%) 
Commitment by both involved 17 (6.4%) 
Dating regularly for an extended period 9 (3.4%) 
Good communication 8 (3.0%) 
Mutual trust and concern 5 ( 1. 9%) 
Simi l ar goals for the future 4 ( 1.5%) 
Wanting to be married 3 ( 1.1%) 
Ask ing for parental permission 3 ( 1.1%) 
Long relationship of friendship 3 ( 1.1%) 
Sex (.4%) 2 ( 1.6%) 
Couple has a lot in common ( .4%) 
Talking about marr i age 15 {11. 7%) 
Planned married life together 3 (2 . 3%) 
Desire to be together -------- 2 ( 1.6%) 
Other 10 (3.8%) 5 {4.0%) 
Total 266 {100.0%) 128 ( 100 .0%) 
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Tab l e 22 
Comparison of Behavior That Causes Never-Engaged Mormon and Non-Mormon 
Individuals to Consider Themselves Engaged 
Rel igion 
Engagement behavior Total 
Mannon Non-Monnon 
Proposal of marriage 94 17 111 (41.7%) 
Exchange of a ring 39 11 50 (18 . 8%) 
Love - expression of 36 41 (15 . 4%) 
Commitment by both involved 11 17 (6.4%) 
Good corrmunication 8 (3.0%) 
Dating regularly for an extended period 4 (3.4%) 
Mutua 1 trust and concern 4 (1.9%) 
Similar goals for the future ( 1.5%) 
Asking for parental pennission (1.1%) 
Long relationship of friendship (1.1%) 
Wanting to be married 3 (1.1%) 
Coup 1 e has a lot i n common ( .4%) 
Sex (.4%) 
Other 10 (3.8%) 
Total 215 (80 .8%) 51 (19.2%) 266 (100 . 0%) 
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Burgess and Wall in's study (1953) concluded that th i s custom was no 
longer current. Though no behavioral data were obtained concerni ng such 
a custom in this study, an interesting finding emerged show ing that 
nearly half of the entire sample (48 %) believed t he male shou ld rece i ve 
permi ss ion from the parents before an exchanye of an engagement ring. 
This does not necessarily mean that permission to be ma rri ed be received 
in a formal, Hollywood-staged situat i on , but rather that communication 
of intention to be married be openly shared. 
Respondents also indicated whether they would consider discussing 
the advisability of becoming engaged with someone before entering the 
engagement exper ience. Eighty-three percent of the never-engaged and 
59% of the ever-engaged indicated they would or did discuss the 
adv i sa bility with someone. Both groups, never-engaged and ever-engaged, 
li sted their parents most frequently as the peop l e with whom they would 
discuss the adv isability of becoming engaged. Friends were lis ted as 
the second most common source of advice for becoming engaged. Table 23 
shows with whom the respondents would or did discuss the engagement 
decision. 
Burgess and Wallin (1953) asserted that choosing to discuss the 
advisability of becoming engaged with someone else would be indicative 
of the idea that love does not shut out reason entirely. Fifty-one 
percent of the males in their study and 42 % of the females did not 
discuss their becoming engaged with anyone . In the present study, 38% 
of the males and 43% of the females did not discuss the advisability of 
becoming engaged with someone else. It is interesting to note that 
while the percentage of females not discussing becoming engaged with 
some-one else i s approximately the s,;.me as in Burgess and Wallin's study, 
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Tab le 23 
Comparison of Never -Engaged and Ever-Engaged With Whom tu Discuss 
Adv isabi lity of Engagement 
With Whom to Discuss Advisability Never -enyaged Ever-engaged 
would discuss did discuss 
Parents 194 (79 .8%) 38 (48.7%) 
Friends 24 (9.9 %) 27 (34.6%) 
Other family members 19 (7 .8%) 9 {11.5%) 
Other responses 6 (2.5%) 4 (5.2%) 
Total 243 (100 . 0%) 78 (100 . 0%) 
the percentage of men not discussing becoming engaged with someone else 
is significantly lower. Burgess and Wallin gave three possible 
exp 1 ana t ions for why a higher percentage of men did not discuss the 
adv i sability of becoming engaged with someone else. First of all , they 
noted that either women are less dominated by emotions than men , men are 
more independent or, finally, women have more doub ts about the 
relations hip. The present study indi cates a reverse trend from the 
findings of Burgess and Wallin (1953). The findings from this study 
indicate that a higher percentage of men is discussing the advisabil i ty 
of engagement with others. 
It is also important to note that a sub stantia lly l ower percentage 
of those ever-experiencing engagement actually did discuss the 
advisability of becoming engaged tha n those of the never-engaged sample, 
who attitudinally projected that they would have such discussions. 
Schu lman's work {1974) di scussed concerns that engaged coup les distort 
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things from what they really are because of their fantasies about l ove 
and marriage. The results of th i s study seem to indicate that many more 
people may have the intention of being rationa l and seeking adv i ce about 
engagement than actually practice these intentions once they des i re to 
be married . 
A 1 most 80% of the never-engaged sa id they p 1 an ned on speaking to 
their parents about becoming engaged, wh ile only 48 . 7% of the 
ever-engaged actually did discuss the ad vi sabi 1 i ty of becoming engaged 
with their parents (see Table 23). Whereas onl y 9.9% of the never-
engaged believed that friends would be important enough in their lives 
t o discuss the adv i sab ility of becoming engaged, a much larger 
percentage of those actually exper i encing engagement (34.6%) went to 
their friends for engagement advice. It seems apparent that when 
looking at all the responses given, those considering the engagement 
decision rely primarily on parents, friends, and other family members 
for advice concern i ng becoming engaged to an indi vidual . 
Nearly 97% of all respondents never-experiencing an engagement said 
they would 1 ike to experience an engagement period. The three most 
common reasons given by these respondents for wa11ting to experience an 
engagement were to get to know your partner better, as a preparation 
t i me for marriage, and as a testing period for the relationship. Of 
those respondents who were married, 94% actually participated in an 
engqgement. The three most co~non reasons for becoming engaged given by 
those ever -experienc ing an engagement were love, wanting to be married, 
and the desire for companionsh ip. 
In comparison to the ever -engaged responses, when never- engaged 
participants were asked to explain why they believed most people become 
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engaged, the three most common re sponses were tradition, to prepare for 
ma rriage, an d to test the re 1 at i onsh i p. Never-engaged respondents 
expre ss ed essenti a lly the same answers when asked the two questions 
concerning why they wanted to become engaged and why they thought most 
people do become engaged. However, the never-engaged responses to these 
two questions differed complete l y from the reasons given by the ever-
engaged respondents as to why they became engaged. Those experiencing 
engagement in this study look at engagement more as a love, 
compan i onship-culminating phase or step , while those never-experiencing 
an engagement see it more as a testing, get - to-know-your-partner stage. 
Ninety-three percent of all respondents in the study agreed that most of 
the couples they knew were engaged prior to their marriage . 
Exactly 93.5% of all respondents expressed some level of agreement 
with the statement that "engagement is a necessary step in preparing for 
marriage." Almost an identical percentage (93.3%) agreed at one of 
three levels (strong ly, med ium, or sl i ght) that "a succ essful engagement 
is a good way to lay a f oundation for a successful marri age." However, 
respondents did not necessar il y see a dit·ect relationship between formal 
engagement and a lower divorce rate in America, even though 52% di d 
believe that "if everyone went through a formal enggement period, the 
divorce rate would go down in the USA." 
When asked to respond to whether it is normal to have reservations 
about marr ia ge while being engaged, 92% of all respondents agreed that 
it was normal to have such reservations. Seventy-one percent of those 
ever-exper i enc ing an engagement reported experiencing hesitations about 
marry i ng their partner. Table 24 shows to what degree ever-engaged 
respondents experienced hesitation OJ' doubts about marrying their 
Table 24 
Frequency of Fee lings of He sitation t o Marry by Th os e Ever- Engaged 
Fee lings of hesitation to ma rry 
Gender 
Seldom Occas i onctlly Regularly 
Male 17 21 2 
Female 18 30 5 
Total 35 (35.0%) 51 (51.0%) 7 (7%) 
Fre4uentl y 
6 
7 (7%) 
Total 
41 (41.0%) 
59 (59.0%) 
100 (100.0%) 
" U1 
engagement partner . Of 
breakiny the engagement . 
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those ever-engaged, 44% had contemplated 
Over 50% of those ever-experiencing an 
engagement experienced occas ional hesitation about marrying their 
partner. Table 25 shows that nearly 46% of ev er-engaged occas ionally 
contemplated breaking the engagement. Of the respondents who iaentified 
themselves as expe rien cing at least one engagement period, 22 % of those 
respondents experienced an engagement that was later broken off. At the 
time of the Burgess and Wallin study (1953) , 60% of their respondents 
had been involved in a broken engagement . It was this finding that led 
those authors to the conclusion that engagement is used as a testing 
pe riod for the sou ndness of the marriage decision. 
All of the respondents in the present study were asked to give 
their level of agreement to several Likert-type scale items dea li ng with 
broken engagements. Nearly 80% of all respondents disagreed with the 
statement , "! would not want to marry someone who had previous l y been 
engaged to a person and then broke it off." Almost 95% of all 
respondents also disagreed with the statement that "one s hould not back 
out of an engagement, even if one has serious doubts about the 
mar riage." Over 76% strongly disagreed with this same statement. 
Though the major ity of the respondents believed that one shou ld get out 
of an engagement if one has serious doubts, 55% of all respondents 
agreed that "engagement tends to trap many couples and leads them on to 
mar riages that should not occur." In addit i on, 43.5% of all respondents 
agreed that "once a couple is engaged, it is very diffi cu lt to call off 
the wedding." These findings suggest that respondents in this sample 
perce i ve some sort of doub l e - bind concerning the breaking of an 
engagement period. The responses of the samp l e indi cate that thoug_~ a 
Table 25 
Freyuency of Contempl ating the Breaking of Engag<ement by Those Ever-Eng aged and by Gender 
Thoughts of contempl at ing breaking the engagement 
Gender 
Sel dom Occasionally Regularly Frequently 
Male 12 11 1 
Female 12 17 4 4 
Total 24 (39.3%) 28 (45.9%) 5 (8 . 2% ) 4 (6.6%) 
Total 
24 (39 . 3%) 
37 (60.7%) 
61 (100 . 0%) 
__, 
__, 
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person should get out of an engagement if serious doubt occurs, the 
engagement stage may make it difficult to do so. 
It i s sign ifican t that when asked to agree or disagree with the 
statement, "An engagement period that i s very stormy dnd full of 
conflict should tell a couple that they should break off t he 
engagement," only one-third of the entire sample answered with strong or 
medium agreement. Thirty percent of the sample di sagreed with this 
statement. One is left to wonder that if the purpose of engagement is 
mainly served in testing the relat i onship why, then, does there seem to 
be hesitancy associated with the breaking of an engagement? 
After experienc i ng an engagement that has l ed to a marriage, it is 
feasible t o consider the possibility that engagement might not be 
considered a useful exper ience in a subsequent re l at i onsh i p. When the 
tot a 1 samp 1 e ( 464) was asked to respond to the statement, "Engagement 
serves no purpose for people who have been previously married and are 
planning on a second marriage , " over 85 % disagreed, with 60% indicating 
med ium to strong disagreement. Thi s finding indi cates that people 
consider engagement to be useful in subsequent relationsh ip s and not 
just i n first - t ime relationships. 
In trying to obtain the greatest understanding as to the definition 
and function of engagement, those respondents who had ever-experie nced 
an engagement were asked what things annoyed them about their engagement 
and~ if they had their engagement to do over aga in, what wou ld they do 
differently. In descr ibing what things annoyed t hem about their 
engagements, the most frequent response given was outside involvement in 
the engagement by other people . It is possible that such outs i de 
invol vement may be connected with wedding plans and preparations, for 
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the se con d mast common response about annoyances in engagement dealt 
wi t h t he recept i on arrangements. Table 26 lists the frequency of 
answers given about the annoying aspects of engagement . There are two 
different f indings of particular interest. First, only females were 
annoyed with the engagement period being too long. Second, only males 
responded tha t they were a nnoyed about discovering negative aspects 
about their partner. Whereas the length of engagement has been found in 
this study to have been mentioned frequently by respondents, one can 
only speculate as to the dynamics surrounding the decision on which the 
length of engagement is based. From the findings here, it would seem 
that pe r haps males enter the engagement period with more hesitancy than 
do females. 
After experiencing an engagement, one would assume that hindsight 
would be 20-20, with a great number of suggest ions for what might be 
done different l y were the respondent to repeat the exper i ence over 
aga i n. The respondents did, in fact, give a var iety of s uggest i ons, but 
the most common respon se g iven when asked what they would do over again 
in their engagement was "Nothing." Near l y one out of every three 
(31.4%) stated that they would change nothing. Approximately 13% sa id 
they would make the engagement period shorter . Table 27 s hows the 
frequencies of the responses. 
Rapoport (1g64) tr i ed to deve l op and refine hy potheses concerning 
the getting-married process. Six tasks to be completed by a couple by 
the end of the engagement period were ident ified during the research 
project, one of which was the establishment of a mutually satisfactory 
system of communication between the partners of the dyadic relat i onship. 
Though the present study did not specif i cally address this issue, 
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Table 26 
An noyi ng As pects of Engagement as Identified by Ever-Engaged and by 
Gender 
Annoying aspects of engagement 
Outside invo lvement from others 
Reception arrangements 
Long-distance engagement 
Nothing 
Engagement period too long 
Not enough time spent together 
Finances 
Discovering negative aspects of partner 
Social restrictions 
Restrictions on sexual activity 
Engagement period too short 
Fearfu 1 ness 
Doubts concerning partner and marriage 
Arguments with partner 
Finding a place to live 
Expectations of more sexual behavior 
Having to work out differences 
Other 
Total 
Male 
8 
4 
8 
Gender 
11 
8 
9 
4 
3 
2 
2 
Female 
Total 
19 ( 15 . 7%) 
14 (11.6%) 
11 (9.1%) 
II (g.J%) 
9 (7 .4%) 
(5.8%) 
6 (5.0%) 
(4.1%) 
(4 .1%) 
4 (3 . 3%) 
(2.5%) 
3 (2 . 5%) 
2 (1.7%) 
2 (1.7%) 
(1.7%) 
2 (1.7%) 
2 (1.7%) 
14 (11.6%) 
49 (40.5%) 72 (59.5%) 121 (100 . 0%) 
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Table 27 
Re commended Changes in Engagement by Those Ever-Experiencing Engagement 
Recommended changes in engagement 
Noth ing 
Engagement shorter 
Get to know the person better 
Organize weddiny plans better 
Better communi cat i on between partners 
Wait until older and more matu re 
Engagement longer 
Have no engagement 
More financially secure 
Time before engagement longer 
Live together 
Not be involved in school 
Have no wedding reception 
Be firm in my positions regarding sex 
Take more time to decide 
Other 
Total 
No. 
38 
16 
10 
8 
6 
5 
4 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
14 
121 
% 
31.4 
13.2 
8.3 
6.6 
' 5 .0 
4. 1 
3.3 
3.3 
3.3 
1.7 
1. 7 
1.7 
1.7 
1.7 
1.7 
11.3 
100.0 
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respondents were asked to what extent they dgreed with the statement 
tha t "the quality of communi cation increases once a coupl e becomes 
engaged." Sixty-n ine percent of the sample agreed with this statement, 
though an swers included the att itudes of those never-experiencing 
engagement. When asked to respond t o the sta tement that "couples argue 
more often after they become engaged," 48% agreed. However, over half 
of the sample (57 %) responded either with slight agreement or slight 
disagreement, possibly indicating some indecision concerning the 
communication and problem-solving capabilities dur i ng engagement. 
As a resu l t of the open -ended quest ions, demographic information , 
and Likert -type scale items included in the quest ionnaire, a great deal 
of valuable i nforma tion has been obtained from this study concerning the 
process of engagement. An outcome from this study that may prove to be 
extreme 1 y va 1 uab 1 e for future research is the deve 1 opment of seven 
factors that surfaced from the 42 L i kert-type sea 1 e i terns through a 
f actor ana lys i s. As a result of the factor analysis and a rotated -
factor matr i x provided by the statistical computer package SPSSX , 39 of 
the 42 L i kert-type sea 1 e i terns 1 oaded on seven factors, with each 
loading having an absolute value of at l east .30 or greater . Table 28 
identif i es the seven factors with their loadings. 
The items of this Likert-type questionnaire cl ustered under the 
following labels: Factor 1 - Preparation for Marriage, Fa ctor 2 -
Soc ietal Influences on Engagement, Factor 3 - Engagement as a Testing 
Period, Factor 4 - The Outward Symbolism of Engagement, Facto r 5 - The 
Commitmen t of Engagement, Fa cto r 6 - Roles in Engagement, and Fa ctor 7 -
Broken Engagement. These seven factors are indicative of the process of 
engagement as def ined by college students at Uta h State University . 
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Table 28 
Factor Analtsis Loadings of Likert Sea 1 e Engagement Items* 
Factor 1 abe 1 s 
Code book Likert i te111s item no . Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
Preparation Societal Testing Outward symbol isrn 
16 NOT ENGAGED .66017 
26 DIVORCE .62823 
NECESSARY • 58906 
24 FORMALLY -.562£g .33695 
4 TRUE TEST .55916 .30245 
FOUNDATION .52912 .30445 
YOUNGER .42886 . 33583 
29 PERMISSION .34830 
TRADITION • 74555 
8 FEMALES • 70326 
11 SOCIETY .64754 
27 NO PURPOSE .44984 
41 HEALTHY .37718 
INTIMATE • 77927 
22 LIVING TOGETHER . 76501 
LONGER • 37006 .54499 
20 TESTING .47589 
38 SYMBOLIZE • 70395 
RING • 70102 
33 SPOKEN FOR .42942 
37 IDEA • 4237 3 
10 BROKE IT . 40909 
32 NEWSPAPER .31872 
36 MARKET .34534 
*NOTE: Loadings include factors with an absolute value of .30 or greater. 
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Factor labels 
Code book Likert items item no·. Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 
C011111i tment Engagement ro 1 es Broken engagement 
29 PERM ISS ION .34212 
41 HEAL THY .34012 • 32442 
33 SPOKEN FOR • 33004 
18 EXPENSIVE . 61978 
39 BACK OUT .60756 
10 BROKE IT .42491 
32 NEWSPAPER • 34954 
19 WORRIES • 71473 
28 ARGUE .57932 
42 ROMANTIC .54598 
34 CALL OFF • 79140 
35 TRAP • 72832 
23 COMMUN !CATION .35634 
36 MARKET • 34257 
17 ACTIVITIES .36553 
*NOTE: Loadings inc 1 ude factors with an abso 1 ute va 1 ue of • 30 or greater. 
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There is an obv i ous harmony between the factors surfacing through 
the factor analysis and the responses given to the open -ended questions 
by the respondents. Whereas respondents indicated throug h open-ended 
questions that they defined engagement primarily as a commi tment toward 
marriage and as a preparation for marriage, both of these same factors 
surfaced through the factor analysis . A higher percentage of never-
engaged respondents i ndicated their belief in engagement as a testing 
period than did those ever-engaged respondents, and a number of Likert-
type scale items clustered around Fa ctor 3 , wh ich deals with the t esting 
issues surround ing engagement. 
A number of items clustered around Factor 4, indi cati ng the 
importance of outward symbo l s such as the engagement ring. These items 
indicate that such outward symbols of engagemen t not onl y symbol ize the 
initiation of the engagement phase of dyadic format i on itself, but that 
such symbo l s may , in fact, serve functional purposes in allow ing the 
couple to separate from the larger social networks and to begin to 
function as a more permanent dyadic unit instead. In other words, 
outward symbols may serve to help couples develop the necessary 
attitudes and/or sk ill s needed to move from steady dating to marr iage. 
These views of engagement are val ida ted by the respondents themselves 
through t heir similar responses to open-ended questions and individual 
Likert-type scale items. 
Fa ctor 
engagements. 
this fact or, 
influent ial. 
has been identified as items dealing with broken 
As one looks at the indi vi dual items clustering around 
the belief of permanency and commitment seems t o be 
Though the respon dents have indica ted that one should 
break an engagement that is full of conf li ct, t he clustering of items in 
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Factor indicates a strong commitment in engagement and the 
difficulties surrounding the breaking off of a phase of commitment as 
hi gh 1 eve 1 as engagement dpparent 1 y is to these respondents. Responses 
to individual items in the questionna ire again corroborate these 
findings . The low percentage> of broken engagements experienced by this 
samp le behaviorally compliments their attitudes towards this aspect of 
engagement. 
Factor 2 deals with the societal influences associated with 
engagement, such as participating in engagement for tradition's sake, 
and the functions of engagement that arise due to society's expectations 
for the coup le, such as the need of the bride to have time to make 
wedding plans and the need for the couple to mature before entering 
marriage. Factor 6 may be related to Factor 2 in that items loading on 
t his factor deal with the roles partners assume during engagement--roles 
that may or may not be tied to the expectations of society. 
With the surfacing of these seven factors dealing with engagement, 
scale items have been developed which can be utilized in future studies 
to determine attitudes in college students concerning engagement 
practices and that can produce useful results. The process of 
engagement, its purposes and functions, has come closer to being more 
fully understood as tangible characteristics of this process have been 
identified by those who are, have been, and will be involved in the 
phase of dyadic formation known as engagement. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
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The purpose of this study was to determine how college students of 
varying relationsh ip status interpret functions and purposes of 
engagement. Additional reasons for th i s study included determining the 
attitudes college students have as to what part engagement plays in our 
society today, and if individuals decide to go through an engagement 
period, what reasons they give for such behaviors or considerations . 
Very little research in recent years has dealt with engagement 
directly, leaving one to specul ate as to what the current practices and 
attitudes are today concerning engagement. In 1970, Hicks' study 
empirically evaluated the textbook assumptions about engagement, and 
var i ous studies have used engaged couples as part of the ir resea rch in 
related areas such as mate selection, sexual interaction, communication, 
etc. However, to really understand engagement, one had to rely upon the 
work of Burgess and Wallin (1953). With rapid social changes taking 
place in modern America, it has become i mportant to empirically re-
evaluate the definitions and findings of previous years i n order to ha ve 
current, accurate, and applicable information for today's society. It 
was under such conditions that this present study took place. 
A measurement instrument in this study was administered to 464 
college students, 65% of whom were female an d 35% of whom were rna l e. 
The instrume nt was developed from quest ion s used in the Burgess and 
Wallin (1953) engagement success inventory; Li kert-type scale items 
selected from 3 pilot study on engagement administered to col l ege 
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students; items from Re iss' (1967) male and female premarital sexual 
permissiveness sca les; and an extensive number of demographic and open-
ended quest i ons focusing on meaning s of terms, experience, functions and 
processes , and behavioral historie s of the respondents. 
In answering an open -ended question about the definition of 
engagement, all categories of respondents most commonly defined 
engagement as a commitment to be married and a preparation peri od for 
the future marriage . Rather than considering engagement as another 
1 eve 1 in the ma te-se 1 ect ion process, the findings of this study were 
indicative or engagement being considered by college students as a 
cul minati on- t ype period for dyadic formation prior to marriage. 
Indi cat ions are that the mate-stlection process, or testing for 
compat ibil-ity, is perceived by most college students as being somewhat 
completed by the time engagement begins. 
The findings suggested that though most college students look at 
engagement as a preparation stage and a commitment to marry, those never 
experiencing an engagement were more likely to look at engagement as a 
f i na 1 testi ng phase than were those who had actually experienced an 
engagement. This difference is seen by the investigator as stemming 
from differences in perception due to the different respondents' 
behavioral experience. Before becoming engaged, it would appear that 
individuals rnay allow engagement to be a testing period along with a 
preparation time for marr iage; but, after experiencing engagement, 
engageme nt seems to be perceived as a higher commitment including more 
permanency and, therefore, a culminat ing preparation phase prior t o the 
marriage. Perhaps engagement, from the view of those experiencing it, 
is tied to levels of commitment, or at l east perceived levels of 
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commitment, that make the engagement period an extremely important 
t ransiti onal phase into marriage that doesn't really allow for further 
tes ting of t he relationship. An interesting question for future study 
wo uld be to look at whether such levels of commitment perceived in 
engagement are a result of the couples themselves or from the soc i etal 
expectations exerted by others. 
uf engagement be based upon 
And then aga in, should the definition 
the percept i ons of those who have 
experienced it, those who are currently exper iencin g i t, or those who 
yet await to experience the engagement process? Perhaps pane 1 studies 
should be conducted to provide better understanding about engagement 
from each of these real but possibly varied perceptions. 
I t appears that the findings of this study are support i ve of Lewis' 
conceptualizat ·ions {1972) that engagement acts as a stage that allows 
for couple identity formation. Many of the suggestions concern ing 
changes that could be made in engagement dea lt with the interactions of 
the coup l es themselves rather than suggestions concerning soc ietal or 
other outs ide influences. In fact, the only changes s uggested that 
involved outside influences dealt with the restr i ct i on of such 
infl uences so that the coup le coul d deal with their relationship, or 
coup le identity formation if you will, without the added involvement 
from others. This finding raises questions about how much involvement 
actually does take place by others , who these outside people are, and 
what part they may play, i f any, in the development of the couple's new 
identity together as it is forming during the engagement. 
Lifestyle practices have admittedly changed over the last 35 years 
since the monumental study by Burgess and Wallin (1953) . Couples li ving 
together before marr i age have become more preva lent and accepted by 
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today's American society. It is very possible that the purposes of 
engagement may have become less significant or necessary as our dyadic 
interacti ons have modified over the years. In this study, the results 
overwhelmingly demonstrated that college students believe that 
engagement is still necessary and significant. Ninety - seven percent of 
those never experiencing an engagement desired to do so in the future, 
with 92 % bel i ev i ng that engagement was different from the living-
together experience. Ninety - four percent of the respondents already 
married had actually partic ipa ted in an engagement experience . 
Apparently college students still see a need and purpose for engagement 
and define that purpose as a commitment that prepares couples for 
marriage . It seems apparent that the modern 1 i festyle practice of 
1 iving together has not eliminated the need for an engagement period. 
It might be interesting , however, to conduct research in more detail 
with a wide spectrum of individuals to determine the differences people 
perceive there to be in living together prior to marriage and becoming 
engaged . 
The respondents ' suggestions as to what i s an appropriate length of 
time to be engaged were virtually identical to the actua l length of time 
couples who had been engaged had spent being engaged prior to marrfage. 
The findings from this samp le indicated that somewhere between five and 
six months is the appropriate length of time a couple shou ld be engaged. 
When couples who had experienced an engagement were asked how long they 
knew their partner prior to becoming engaged , the most frequent response 
was four months. It appears that this samp le of college students look s 
at the process of meeting a person, dating, and eventually becoming 
engaged and married as taking somewhere between 10 months and one year, 
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assuming that the dyadic partner i s someone they ser i ously considered as 
a marriage partner. 
Over 20% of the never-engaged respondents fe 1t that most peop 1 e 
become engaged because of tradition. On ly 1.5% of the ever- engaged 
1 is ted the same reason. Though engagement might be seen by some as 
primarily a custom or ritual that is performed for tradition's sake, 
the findings in this research definite 1 y indicate engagement to be much 
more than just a ceremonial custom . Over 93% of the entire sample 
agreed that engagement is a necessary step in prepar ing for marriage an d 
that a successful engagement is a good foundation for a success fu 1 
rna rri age. As a result of these findings, it is apparent that the step 
of engagement needs a great deal more attent i on from researchers in 
order to more f ull y understand its role in the formation of dyadic 
relationships. 
The major core of data from this research indicates t hat engagement 
is a purposeful phase in t he marriage life cyc le. This ev idence does 
not rule out the fact that engagement is also a major ceremonial custom. 
The custom of gi ving and receiving a ring at the time of engagement was 
found to be cons idered very symbo lic of love, with 77% of the samp le 
be 1 i ev i ng i n such symbo 1 i sm. The custom of exchanging a ring seems to 
promote a transition for a couple from many social interactions before 
engagement to a more spec ifi c dyadic interact ion and development as a 
couple after the exchange of a ring. 
Burgess and Wallin (1953) concluded that if co upl es discussed the 
advisab ility of becoming engage d with others, they would be entering 
engagement with more rational in tent i ons rather t ha n shutt ing out reason 
for the sake of love. A higher percentage of never - engaged respondents 
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in this study (83 %) believed they would discuss the advisability of 
becoming engaged with someone else than did the ever-engaged individuals 
who actually did discuss the advisability with someone else (58%). Many 
more people may have the intention of being rational and seek i ng advice 
from others than actually practice such intentions once they desire to 
be married . A longitudinal study of individuals starting from a dating 
stage through becoming rna rri ed may be i n order if further knowledge 
concerning a couple's ability to be rational and purposeful during 
engagement is desired. Evidence from this stu dy suggests that when 
advice is sought concerning becoming engaged , parents are the most 
frequently chosen for such advice. 
Nearly g5% of this sample of 464 believed that one should back out 
of an engagement if one has serious doubts about marrying the 
ind i vidual; yet 55% also believed that engagement tends to trap many 
couples into marriages that should not occur, and 43.5% agreed that it 
is difficult to call off the wedding after becoming engaged . In 
analyzing this apparent double-bind in the answers of the respondents 
concerning broken engagements, i t seems that though the logical thing to 
do i s to break off an engagement i f seriou s doubts are present, 
respondents in this samp le al so feel a hesitancy to make such a deci s i on 
and break the engagement. Thoug h Burgess and Wallin (lg53) believed 
that these types of feelings warra11ted defining engagement as somewhat 
of a testing per iod, the current investigator would suggest that the 
reason this hesitation ex ist s is because engagement is not just looked 
upon as a testing period but rather as a preparation for marriage. 
Thus, breaking an engagement goes against the inherent "main purpose" of 
the engagement in the minds of those who entered or plan to enter the 
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engagement period. Further research needs to be initiated to provide 
additional data concerning broken engagements, exactly why they happen, 
and whether a broken engagement is serving one of the intended functions 
of engagement, or if a broken engagement goes against the inherent 
purposes of this stage in dyadic development. 
As the investigator reflects on the information provided by this 
study, it is suggested that further research be conducted with other 
populations in America, as well as cross - cultural stud ies, to prov ide 
fam i ly researchers and teaching professionals with current i nforma ti on 
about engagement that can be generalized to more diverse populations. 
The investigator recognizes the limitations that exist due to a 
predominantly Utah sample, as well as the fact that a predominant number 
of the respondents were members of the Mormon faith. However, the 
findings of th i s study are significant in that they give us current 
att itudes of college students and present informat i on that can help to 
further assess current attitudes and practices of co llege students with 
rega rd to the engagement process. The investigator encourages further 
stud ies that include cross -regi onal samples as well as different 
educational and religious cross-sections of Americans. 
Respondents from this study indica ted a belief that a s uccessful 
engagement is a good way to lay a foundation for a successful marriage, 
with over 93% of the entire sample agree ing with this idea. However, 
this study a l so suggests that though college students consider a 
successful e ngagement good for a success ful marriage, they do not see a 
direct relationship between the engagement experience and later divorce 
from marriage. This study suggests that marriage and engagement are 
s eparate phases and that the ulti mate success of the marital union nay 
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be dependent upon the behav iors and attitudes experienced during the 
marriage itself. Further research i s needed to expl ore what types of 
behavior may be developed dur ing the engagemen t t hat would car ry over 
and affect behaviors ex hibi ted during the marriage. The behaviors to be 
studied could include commu nication and prob lem-solving skills, social 
behaviors developed from becoming a funct i on ing couple in society, 
financ ial habits, homemaking and career ro les, and role expectations 
established during engagement, etc. 
Through the factor analysis of the 42 Likert-type items included in 
the questionnaire of thi s study, the items clustered around seven 
factors that describe how the respondents in this sample view the 
engagement process. One of the facets of engagement t o emerge through 
this analys i s was the influence of society on the engagement experience. 
Future researc h would be very useful in determining how societal 
influences affect what behav iors coup les are involved in during 
eng ageme nt. Are the expec tations of parents, friends, fam ily members, 
and tradition i tself affecting how engayed couples choose to spend their 
time and energy during the re latively short engagement period, and would 
couples spend t ime in other areas and pursuits were societal 
expectat ion s different? 
The seven factors emerg ing from this study help one to understand 
engagement by identifying substantive facets of engagement that can be 
researched individually or collectively in future studies. Each of 
these areas or characteristics of engagement provides insight into this 
phase of development that is a major part of dyadic formation. The 
researcher encourages the use of these engagement scale items in future 
studies to further va 1 i da te and substantiate the different influences , 
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behav iors , and attitudes that make up the engagement process as it 
ex i st s in America today. 
Limitations of the Study 
The limitations of this study deal mainly with the sample. All 
respondents were university students, which may categorize a majority of 
t he sample as com i ng from middle class populations. Caution is extended 
to the reader when general izing the results of thi s study to those who 
are not of a university populat i on or are of a different economic 
status . In addition , a majority of those sampled indicated the i r 
religious affiliation as the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day 
Saints. Religious affiliation may influence beliefs concern ing some 
aspects of engagement. 
An additional limitation of this study is also considered to be one 
of the study ' s real strengths . Many items in the questionnaire were 
developed to be open-ended so that the respondents would not be limited 
to forced -choice responses and cou ld explain their beliefs more clearly. 
The investigator believes that this was a great asset to the study and 
its results. However, the reader is cautioned that whenever open-ended 
questions are utilized in a study, categories must be developed through 
content analysis for coding purposes. In doing so, biases of those 
doing the content analysis may be inferred. In the present study , 
strong efforts were made to eliminate such biases by reviewing the 
content analysis with several professionals. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 
Recommendations for future research could deal with many areas of 
engagement inasmuch as so 1 ittle work has focused on the engagement 
process in recent years. However, several areas of recommendat i on stand 
out as a result of the present study that should be identified for the 
reader. 
1. Future research needs to prov ide studies that include cross-
regional samples as well as different educat i onal, economic, 
and religious cross - sections of college students . 
2 . Studies shou ld be conducted to determine if the definitions, 
purposes, and functions of engagement differ based upon the 
perceptions and behavioral experiences of t he individual. 
Should the facets of engagement be identified accord ing to the 
stage of dyadic deve l opment i nd i viduals are presently 
experiencing? 
3. What part do societal influences play on engagement definitions 
and the levels of cornmitn,ent developed either during the 
engagement or deve 1 oped i rnrned i ate 1 y proceeding the engagement 
per i od? Do societal expectations influence what behaviors take 
place and what kinds of att itudes are formed during engagement? 
What groups of people have the most societal infl uence on 
couples during engagement, and how do such influences affect 
the engagement partners? Stud ies need to be conducted to 
answer these quest i ons. 
4. Broken engagements . Further research is needed to mo r e fu 11 y 
understand why they happen. Studies also need to be conducted 
to determine if broken engagements serve the intended function 
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of engagement or if broken engagements are actually i ncongruent 
with the purpose of engagement and produce cognitive dissonance 
for those involved in engagement. 
5. Research needs to be conducted to determine what behaviors and 
attitudes might be developed during the engagement period that 
would carry over and affect attitudes and behaviors exh ibited 
during marriage. Communication and problem-solving skills, 
role expectations, and soc ial behaviors developed by the couple 
during engagement are all areas that should be explored in the 
future. 
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Respondent Quest i onna i re: 
A Stu dy About Engagement 
This study is being made in the interest of furthering scientific 
understanding of engagement in America. Please do not write your name 
or other identification on this questi onna ire so your anonymity can be 
assured as a participant. Furthermore, you are free to withdraw your 
participation at any time should you feel this is necessary. 
Please respond as honestly as you can to the following questions 
and answer the questions the way YOU FEEL about them. 
Sect i on I. To be answered by all respondents. 
1. You are (check one): male female 
2. Yo ur present age is (fill in the blank): years old 
3 . Pl ease name the city and state in which you spent the largest 
portion of your life up to age 16. 
city state-------
4. The size of the city in which you grew up was (check one): 
a. on a farm or in a small rural community 
b. in a city with fewer than 10,000 peop l e 
c. in a city with a population of 10,000-50,000 
d. in a city with a popul ation of 50,000-100,000 
e. in a city with over 100,000 people 
5. What is your highest level of education? 
6. How many children are in your fam il y of orientation (the family you 
grew up in)? number of children 
7. >!hat number child are you (i. e., first, second, th ird, etc . )? 
8 . Your present religious affiliation is (check one): 
a. Catho li c 
b. Protestant (please state the specific one) ______ _ 
c. Jewish 
d . LOS 
e. other (please specify) 
f . no relig i uus affiliatio·~n--------
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9. How would you categorize your present religious activity (check 
one)? 
a. attend church once a week 
b. attend church twice a month 
c. attend church once a month 
d. attend church less than once a month 
e. seldom attend church 
f. never attend church 
10. Which of the following best describes you (check one)? 
a. sing le and have not been engaged previously 
b. si ngle but was previously engaged 
c. divorced and now single 
d. divorced and now remarried 
e. married and have never been divorced 
f. married but separated from my spouse 
11. Your present relationship wi th the opposite sex is (check one): 
a. never or seldom date 
b. frequent dating with different persons 
c . steady dating with the same person 
d. informal understanding to be marr ied 
e. formally engaged to be married 
f. currentl y married 
IF NOT CURRENTLY MARRIED, SKIP QUESTION 12 AND MOVE TO QUESTION 13. 
12. If you are current ly married, how l ong have you been married? 
year ( s) man th ( s) 
13. Using yo ur own perspective, please define engagement. Engagement 
is: 
14 . Engageme nts go on for varied time periods. What do you personally 
believe is the appropriate length for an engagement? month(s) 
15. If you could suggest one or two changes that would make the 
engagement experience better, what would they be? 
a. 
b. 
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Please c1rcle the one response that best descr1bes YOUR feelings 
concerning the fol l owing statements about engagement. Please be sure to 
respond to each of the statements (1 = Strongly Agree, 2 Medium 
Agreement, 3--Slight Agreement, 4 = Sl ight Disagreement, 5 = Medium 
Disagreement, 6 =Strongly Disagree). 
' 1. The longer the engagement, the 
better the chances for a successful 
marr iage. 
2. The younger the couple, the more 
important it is to have an 
engagement period. 
3. Engagement is a necessary step in 
preparing for marriage. 
4. Engagement is a true test of love 
and devotion. 
~ 5. Once a couple is engaged, it is OK 
to become more sexually intimate 
with each other. 
6. An exchange of a diamond ring help s 
to make the engagement a better 
exper ience. 
7. A successful engagement is a good 
way to lay a foundation for a 
successful marr iage. 
8 . Engagements are more important for 
females in our society than for 
ma les. 
9. Engagement is primarily for 
tradition and sentiment. 
10. I would not want to marry someone 
who had previous l y been engaged to 
a person and then broke it off. 
11. Our society places too much 
importance on the engagement 
experience. 
12. The qua lity of communication 
increases once a couple becomes 
engaged. 
SA MA SLA SLD MD SO 
2 3 4 6 
2 3 4 6 
2 3 4 6 
2 3 4 6 
2 3 4 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 6 
2 3 4 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
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13. Most of the couples that I know 
have been engaged prior to their 
marriage. 2 3 4 5 6 
14. The more religious a couple is, the 
more likely they are to become 
engaged. 2 3 4 5 6 
15. It is normal to have reservations 
about marriage even when you are 
engaged to be married. 2 3 4 5 6 
16. If couples do not become engaged, 
they should not get married. 2 3 4 5 6 
17. An engaged person should not go 
activities with a member of the 
to 
opposite sex other than their 
fiance. 2 3 4 6 
18 . An expensive engagement ring helps 
prove the sincerity of the 
relations hip to all concerned . 2 3 4 6 
19. After a couple becomes engaged, the 
male worries about the finances and 
the female worries about the 
wedd ing. 2 3 4 5 6 
' 20. Engagement should be primarily a 
testing per iod to determine the 
coup l e's suitability for marriage 
rather than a preparation stage for 
the marriage. 2 3 4 6 
21. An engagement period that is very 
stormy and full of conflict should 
te ll a couple that they shou ld 
break off the engagement. 2 3 4 6 
22. Living together before marriage i s 
a more useful experience than is 
being engaged . 2 3 4 6 
23 . The majority of COITYTlUnication 
during engagement i s usually about 
wedding pla ns; i.e., guest 1 ist, 
announcements, reception, etc. 2 3 4 5 6 
24. It really doesn't matter if a 
couple is not formally engaged 
before they marry. 2 3 4 5 6 
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25. Couples who are engaged are more 
likely to have a church-type 
wedding. 2 3 4 6 
26 . If everyone went through a formal 
engagement period, the divorce rate 
would go down in the USA. 2 3 4 5 6 
27. Engagement serves no purpose for 
people who have been previously 
married and are planning on a 
second marriage. 2 3 4 5 6 
28. Coup les argue more often after they 
become engaged . 2 3 4 5 6 
29 . A male should receive permission 
from the female's parents before 
an engagement ring is exchanged. 2 3 4 5 6 
30. Couples use engagement as a 
preparation tirne for marriage 
rather than a final testing period 
to see if they should get married. 2 3 4 5 6 
31. Engagement helps a couple become 
financially prepared for marriage . 2 3 4 5 6 
32 . Publication of engagement plans in 
a newspaper helps a couple ' s future 
marriage. 2 3 4 5 6 
33. An engagement ring lets all people 
know that the girl is spoken for. 2 3 4 5 6 
34 . Once a couple is engaged, it is 
very difficult to call off the 
wedd ing. 2 3 4 6 
35. Engagement tends to trap many 
coup les and leads them on to 
marr iages that should not occur. 2 3 4 5 6 
36 . A person is no longer ava il able 
on the "marriage market" once they 
are engaged . 2 3 4 5 6 
37 . Engagement gi ves people time to get 
used to the idea of marriage . 2 3 4 5 6 
38. The engagement ring svmbolizes the 
everlasting love of the couple . 2 3 4 5 6 
39 . One should not back out of an 
engagement even if one has serious 
doubts about the marriage. 
40. A main purpose of engagement is for 
each member of the engaged couple 
to get acquaint~d with the other's 
parents. 
41. A good, healthy engagement period 
is more beneficial to the bride-to-
be than for the groom-to-be. 
42. Males are not nearly as romantic 
about engagement as are females. 
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2 3 4 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
Complete the ONE section below that applies to you. Sect ion II is for 
sing le persons-who have never been engaged or married. Section III is 
for all other responden ts. 
Sect i on II. This section is for s i ngle individuals who have never been 
engaged or married. 
1. If you were considering getting married, wou ld you like to become 
engaged? yes _ no 
Please exp l ain. -------------------------------------------
2. If you were considering becoming engaged, would you discuss the 
advisability of becoming engaged with anyone other than the person 
invol ved? yes no 
If yes, with whom would you discuss the engagement? (List as many 
people as you would like; i.e., parents, friends.)---------------
3. What would have to take place between yo u and your partner before 
you would consider yourself as engaged? (For example: An 
express i on of words or an exchange of something.) Please be 
specific. 
d. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
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4. Do you think that being engaged would be different from going 
steady? yes no Different from 1 i vi ng with another 
person? yes _ no 
If you answered yes to either of these questions, please briefl y 
exp lain. 
5. Why do you think most people become engaged? 
Section III. This section is for respondents who have been either 
engaged, married, or both, or who are cu rrently engaged. 
1. I am (check one): 
a. single and currently engaged 
b. single but previously engaged 
c. married 
2. If current ly engaged, how long have you been engaged as of today? 
month(s) 
3. If you are currently married, did you experience an engagement 
period wi th your partner? yes_ no 
If yes, how long was your engagement? _ month(s) 
4. If you were previously engaged but did not marry that individual, 
how long were you engaged before the engagement(s) was broken? 
month(s) 1st engagement :== month(s) 3rd engagement month(s) 2nd engagement :== month(s) 4th engagement 
IF YOU HAVE EVER EXPERIENCED AN ENGAGEMENT, COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING 
QUESTIONS USING YOUR MOST RECENT ENGAGEMENT EXPERIENCE. IF YOU HAVE 
NEVER EXPERIENCED AN ENGAGEMENT, THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THE 
STUDY. 
5.· Did you discuss the advisability of becoming engaged with anyone 
other than your fiance? yes no 
If yes, with whom? ---------------------
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6. Did you ever feel any hesitation at all during t he engagement about 
marrying your fiance? yes _ no 
If yes, how often (c heck one)? 
a . sel dom c. regularly 
b. occas ion a 11 y d. frequentl y 
7 . Did yuu ever con templ ate breaking your engagement? 
yes _ no 
If yes, how often (c heck one)? 
a. se ldom c. regularly 
b. occasionally d. frequently 
8. What th ings annoy{ ed ) yo u about your engagement? Please be 
specif i c. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
9. How 1 ong had you known the person to whom you are (were) engaged 
before you became engaged? 
10. Where did you meet this person? 
11. How di d you meet this person? 
12. Briefly desc ribe why you became engdged. 
13. What took place between the two of you that caused you to consider 
yourself engaged? {For example: Words were expressed or someth ing 
was exchanged .) 
a. 
b. 
c. 
14. Did you receive (or give) an engagement r ing? yes no 
If yes, what type of ring (check one)? 
diamond s i mple band other {please describe) 
15. Did you receive (or give ) anyth ing other than a ring as a part of 
the eng agement process? yes no 
If yes , please explain. 
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16. If you had your engagement to do over again, what would you do 
differently than you did before? 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIHE AND INVOLVE~1ENT IN THI S STUDY. 
YOUR HELP HAS BEEN GREATLY APPR ECIATED . 
